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PREFACE

When I was first approached by the National Endowment for the Arts and
asked to conduct an "International Comparative Study of Arts Support," I was
struck by how difficult a task it seemed to be. What would it pean to
adejuately and usefully compare arts suppoy€ across a variety of countries
wi;h widely disparate political, economic,.and socjal comtexts?

’Naw, a number of months later, though my office is full of paterials that
it would take several research éssistants' lifetimes to make sense out of--
even if those materials were not gradually becoming obsolete day by day, I
have become convinced that there are a number of interesting things to say
about the diverse arts support systems that have evolved in the western
countries, and I ap optimistic that studying those systems might heip us
better understand and improve our own,

At the outset we were given the mandate to collect information on
international trends in support for the arts and to develop a framework by
which the profile of arts support in the United States could be compared to
such profiles elsewhere. The project was structured around four research
elepents requested the Endowment:

- A description of the comparative context of arts support
in each country.

- An estipate of national arts expenditures in each country.

~ A comoarison of the structure and levels of private
support, including a description of the relevant tax
incentives in each of the countries.

-~ A study of selected arts institutioms in each country,

: allowing a micro-level view of the distribution of

\\wf operating income that could be used to complement and
validate the aggregate picture of arts support developed
through the first three elements.



The structure of this report generally follows this list of research elements.{;

While I hope that we have brought a fresh perspective to each of these
research tasks, perhaps the most innovative element of this research project
is the picro-level study of individual institutions. This study was developed
by Dr. David Cwi, The Cultural Policy Institute (Baltimore), and conducted in
cooperation with a research team in the Departmwent of Arts Policy and
Management of the City University (London) under the directiom of Michael
Quine. The results of their study are available in a companion report
entitled: "Public and Private Arts Support in North America and Europe: Income
Data for 32 Cultural Institutions." I am indebted to David and Michael for
their prompt and competent completion of the daunting task of conducting a
study in eight countries, in five or six different languages. In Section V of
this report I offer my interpretations of the data they collected.

In discussions with the National Endowment for the Arts we eventually
agreed that we would focus on eight countries: Canada, the Federal Republic of
Germany, France, Italy, Great Britain, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United
States. This list was formulated with two criteria in mind:

- It offered an interesting variation of arts supp -
systems: several countries whose systems were lik. iy to
show interesting simflarities to the American systep--
Canada, Great Britain, and perhaps to a lesser degree WVest

"Germany; and several countries whose systems were likely
to be rather different--France, Italy, Sweden, and the
Netherlands.

- They were countries for which the type of data we were
seeking was iikely to be available within the twin
constraints of time and money.

Happily, our expectations along both of these dimensions were met.
unfortunately, the time and budget constraints led us to drop several

countries from the study including Japan, Mexice, and Australia, countries

which would have provided a useful non-European counterpoint.
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This research has been enriched'beyqnd measure by the contributions of a
small network of arts policy researchers scattered throughout these countries.
It is_g delightful expgrience torsit down with these folks and engage in
careful, reasoned, insightful conversation about the role and form of
government éupport for the arts and the tensions that goverament involvement
in the arts creates. My special thanks to Augustin Girard and his entire
staff io France; Andreas Wiesand agd Karla Fehrheck in the Federal Republic of
Germany; Harry Chartrand Canads; Carla Bodo in Italy; Carl-Johan Klebesg
and his colleagues in Swederd); Pieter Ligthart, Berend Jan Langenberg, and
| Jacques Hilhorst in the Netherlands; R&d Fisher, Robert Hutchison, Muriel
Nissel, and John Myerscough inm Great Britain; and Harold Horowitz at the
National Endowment for the Arts. They provided me with a wealth of
information and guided me to resources I never would have uncovered without
their timely assistance. We interviewed countless other individuals in all o§
the ;ountries, and without exception they were wonderfully generous with their
tiﬁé‘and resources,

Thanks also to Paul Bockelwan and Eric Brown, my Research Aésistants in
the Department of Urban Studies and Planning at M.I.T., who attended to a
myriad of details that were always threatening to come completely unraveled,
and to MHarty Rein and Don Schom, colleagues whose encouragement and critical
insights were important elements in shaping my thoughts on these topics.

John sﬁaffer of the Policy and Planning Division of the National
Endowment for the Arts has been more instrumental than anyone in seeing this
project through & long gestation period and then through to its final
conclusion, My heartfelt thanks to him., His calm patience saw us through

innumerable false starts and more than one project's worth of tricky

methodological issues,
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In the pages that fecllow I have tried to empRasize what I feel are the

most interesting features of the arts support systems we studied. Along the
way many compromises were pade, and most readers are sure to find that one or
another topic of interest to them is hardly touched on in these pages. I have
ruthlessly cut away major portions of overall support for arts and culture in
some of the countries in an sttempt to impose a level of comparability that

has been comspicuously absent in earlfer comparative studies. I hope that

what has been gained in comparability compensates for what has been lost

through selectivity.

J. Mark Davidson Schustér
Cambridge, Massachusetts
April 1985
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS \

To assist the reader in sorting through the material contained in this
report, I begin with & brief supmary of the major findings and comclusioss.
~In each case I refer the reader to the relevant pages in the text and the
app:opriate Tables or Figures. .

Text pp.
Table 1,

Text pp.

Text pp.
Table 2,

Text pp.
Table 2,
Table 3,

Text pp.
Table 2,

4-7
p. 6

14-24
pp. 11-13

25, 42
pp. LI-13
p. 43

25-35
pp. 1}.'13

in studying arts support in a-variety of countries it is
important. not to confuse depth of support with breadth
of support. The boundaries of art and cultural policy
are puch more widely defined in some countries than in
cthers, reflecting historic patterns as well as broader
government involvement in socio-cultural activities.

One country may provide heavy support to am area that
another country would never consider subsidizing. Among
these countries there are major differences in coverage,
particularly with respect to historic preservation and
the cultural industries.

In order to compare arts support across countries it is
critical tc have a common base of comparison, so that
the comparison can be consistently drawn. In this
report we use arts expenditures in the United States as
our base of comparison and‘identify, as much as
available data allow, expenditures on "U.S. Equivalents"
in the arts budgets of the other countries.

Two Eypes of arts funding structures are evident in
these countries: the Ministry of Culture and the "arm's
length" Arts Council. But the distinction between the
two is not as clear as it once might have been. The two
models are converging in practice, &8s governments with

, one structure adopt aspects of the other type,

attempting to combine the advantages of both.

In all of these countries governmént support for the
arts is spread widely across all levels of government.
Local and regional governments are very important,
accounting for more than 45% of total government support
in every case,

Without exception, these governments would say that they
have a policy of decentralizing support for art and
culture. In fact, these countries are implementing a
mixture of devolution and decentralization strategies.
These strategies often fuel a conflict between the goal
of assuring the provision of a uniform level of arts
throughout the country and the goal of encouraging
vitality, diversity, and variation. In countries where
both of these goals are strongly held, an instability in
the funding structure can be expected as the system is
adjusted back and forth, reflecting the difficulty of
seeting both these goals simultaneously,

10
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Text pp. 36-39
?&biﬁ 2, pFe il'i.?

. ~
Text pp. 39-§GA
Table 2, pp. 11-13

Text p. 41
Table 2, pp."11-13

Text pp. 42-47
Table 3, p. 43
Table 4, pp. 45-46

oy

Text pp. 42-47
Table 3, p. 43
Table 4, pp. 45-46

Text pp. 48-57
Table 5; PP‘: 49-51

_ - ~
For all ‘of the countries except the United States, the
primary form of subsidy {s either deficit fimancing (at
a8 very high percentage of total budget) or a fixed
percentage of costs. In. both cases arts institutions -
have little incentive for searching out new sources of
income because increases in other sources areysimply
subtractesd from the amount of government suS‘&Ry.
Several countries are experimenting with forms of
subsidy intended' to break this link.

Tight public budgets coupled with the high levels of
operating support for the major arts institutions have
made it increasingly diffidult to provide meaningful
support to new, innovative artistic initiatives,
particularly evident in the so-called &'free" groups in
Westeru Europe. ) . 1

Beyond heavy ongoing operating support for arts
institut{ons, these countries ﬁq?e begun to experiment
with a wide variety of funding mechanisms--pany of them
not used in the United States--in order to pultiply the
effect ¢f limited public resources’ for the arts.. At the
sape time, they are increasingly interested in the
American system-of matching grants.

We have estimated total pdbiic expenditure on the arts
for all levels of government (including tax expenditures
where possible;, identiffed that portion of total A
expenditures spent on U.f. Equivalents, ‘converted these
expenditures into dollars, and calculated per capita
expenditure figucres. The results of this analysis,
subject to a variety of methodological caveats, indicate
two groups of countries: Canada, the Federal Repudblic of
Germany, France, the Netherlands and Sweden all
providing approximately $30.00 per capita to "the arts;
while Great Britaim, Italy, and the United States
provide §10.00-$§13.00 per capita.

A comparison based on total contributed support, rather |

than just on government support, leads to s per capits
support figure of $23.00 in the United States, improving
{ts standing in comparison to the other countries. This
is due to the relative importance of private donations
to the arts in the United States.

Private support for the arts is still very low in all of
these countries except for the United States and, to a
lesser degree, Canads and Great Britain, but everyvhere
there is an intreasing emphasis on private support.

11
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. Text pp., 52-54 One explanation that is often offered for the \\
" Table 5, pp. 49-31 . differences in the level of private guppart across
countries is the suppused lack of tax¥ incentives for
private contributfons, All of these fountries except
Sweden provide tax igfentives for chyritable
contributions, so the difference in levels of private
support seems to lie wmore in historic patterns of
patronage and in the modern importance of the public
sector if support of artistic ac:ﬁgf??es “han in actual

differentes in tax laws.

Text #. 55 ‘ It is increasingly recognized that governoents affect
Table 5, pp. 49-5! the flow of money to the arts not only through direct

support but also through i{ndirect support, especially in
the form of tax expenditures. Tax expenditures are a
particularly {mportant source of governpent aid to the
arts in the United States where they provide roughly @
three times the amount of direct gid.

Text pp. 57-58 Qutside of the United States, on the other hand, a wide
Table 5, pp. 49-51 variety of tax incentives (in addition to tfiose for .
~ charitable contributions) have beenm implemented to

provide support for specific artistic activit{es or
artistic products, particularly within the cultyral
industries. -

Text pp. 55-57 Corporate sponsorship for the arts is being videly

Table 5, pp. 49-51 debated. At the poment al]l of these countries seem
favorably disposed to increased sponsdrship,
particularly as /it {s seen as a first step toward
increasing all florms of private support.

~ Text pp. 59-69 As part of this project we studied 32 individual arts
Table 6, p. 60 institutions and took a look at the distribution of
Figures 1-4 their income sources. From this micro-level the

pPp. 63-66 institutions form three groups reflective of their
: countries’ ‘funding practices: the Aperican institutioms,

characterized by very high levels of earned incgme and
private donations and correspendingly low levels of
government support; the Canadisn and British
institutions with moderate levels of earned income and
some private donations; and the institutions from the
remaining five countries with very high levels of
government subsidy,

12




I. ARTS AND CULTURE: THE BOUNDARIES OF POLICY

£

In & comparative sﬁudy of arts and cultural policies, soconer or later fou
have to confront the problem‘gf defining the boundaries of the area you are
pregosing to study. ~ Each country has its own conception of the arts and
- of culture gnd its own view as to what this implies about the role of the
government in providing 'support to activities that fall within the.definitfon.
The danger is that you wiil always end up comparing apples to oranges,
sovetimes concluding that apples are better, s§met£mes oranges, depending on
the perspective from which you choose to view them. |

France and Sweden have perhaps the broadest views of cultural policy.

The Fremch Socialist government gquite conciously uses “culture" in a global,
anthropological sense:

Culture is not limited to a market for privileged

customers. For Socialists all that concerns the human

being is cultural, and from this point of view the entire

Socialist plan is fundamentally a cultuggl project.(1)
Though the Ministry of Culture, itself, takes a méte traditional and narrower
view of the boundaries of éuiture, it has certainly been influenced by these
broader views in implepenting new programs and policies.

Tﬁe Swedish government's "New Cultural Policy," implemented in the 1970s,
takes a similar view of *culture, considering culture to be the fourth and
final cornerstone of Swedish social welfavre policy: educationm, scc%g#ggffairs,
housing, and culture. "Cultural Policy is Environmental Policy" is a phrase
uséé to characte£§ze this helistic Swediah view. More recently, the phrase
"Cultural Paii;y\;s Defense Policy" has been suggested to capture a new ~
emphasis on protecting and fostering Swedish culture, a difficult task in the
light of the twin problems of a small language area and of a relatively

dispersed population,

The Eggted States, on the other hand, while providing support to areas

13



within the broader concept of culture (e.g. the National Endowment for the
Humanities, the Library of Congress, and the National Archives), has no
nationally articulated “"cultural policy." The emphasis is, instead, on a
policy in support of the arts. 1In comparison to the broad statements of
cultural policy above, the wording in the enabling law for the National
Endowment for the Arts, craftednio be extensive and inclusive, is
copparatively narrow:
The term °the arts’ includes, but is not limited to, music
(instrumental and vocal), dance, drama, folk art, creative
writing, architecture and allied fields, painting,
sculpture, photography, graphic and craft arts, industrial
design, costume and fashion design, motion pictures,
television, radio, tape and sound recording, the arts
related to the presentation, performance, execution, and
exhibition of such major art forms, and the study and
application of the arts to the human environment.{2)
Ounly in the fimal phrase does a broader view of art and culture tentatively
enter.

The point of introducing these differences is not to resolve the
theoretical debate; the differences w!'. and should persist. But the fact
that such differences exist severely complicates attempts at comparative
study. What does it mean to compare systems that are so different in
fundamental conception? At the very least, one has to be very careful to
document and account for such differences.

One practical approach to the problew of comparison is to simply accept
each country's definition of the boundaries of i{ts arts and cultural policies,
Unhappily for the res%archer, but perhaps happily fcr the vitality of a
changing cultural life, most countrfes have not articulated a clear statement

as to what is included in their concept of the arts and culture.

In this project we have approached this problem in a very pragmatic way.

We begin by identifying &Qi\jijf government agencies involved in funding arts

14



. and culture in each country and asking what are the broad areas within which
each provides funds? Table 1 provides a rough comparison of the breadth of

.funding in each of the countries:

Table 1: Areas Supported by the Primary Arts Funding Agencies:
A Schesatic View

Federal
Republie
of - - Creat Nether- Uni ted
Funding Area Canads Germany France Britain Italy lands Sweden States
Performing Arts X X X X X X X X
Visual Arts X X X X X X X X
Museums X e X X X X X X
Historic Monuments:
Conservation and X X X X X X
Preservation
Libraries/Archives X X X X X X X
Cultural Inqpstries X X X X X
Cultural Developmant/
“Animpation" X X X X X
Professional Art
Training X X X

Popular Education X X X

Note: An "X" indicates areas that receive substantial funding from the
government agencies that are the key arts funding sources.

J - *




Even at this level of abstraction it is quite clear that the United

States is funding a considerably smaller number of areas than any of the othern

“countries. Some of this variation can be explained by differences in the
structure of arts suppert. In the United States libraries and archives are.
funded by other government agencies or by other levels of government but are
not normally thought of as falling within the purview of American arts policy.
Severai of chese countries (nmot including the U.S.) are heavily involved in
subsidizing professional artistic education, but in only a few cases are these
expenditures pade through a ministry of culture or its equivalent, rather than
through a ministry of education, Suppért for internmational cultural programs,
an important aspe:t of cultural policy for most of these countries, though not
heavily funded in the United States, does not appear at all because it is
typically the responsibility of a ministry of foreign affairs or another non-
arts agency.

At the same time, part of the variation in coverage reflects real,
fundamental differences in arts policies, Nearly all of these countries
provide substantial direct subsidies to the conservation and preservation of
historic monuments and buildings, am area in which the United States government
has not become directly involved, though it does provide indirect support
through tax credits. In Westernm Europe theire is a growing interest in the
cultural industries-«;he film industry, the record industry, broadcasting, the
daily press, and book publishing--and“various;types of subsicdies are being
introduced. In Sweden, for example, 17% of federal expenditures for culture
is provided in the form of ongoing production suhsé&y for the daily press. 1In
some countries the arts and culture are an important subsidized component of
popular education (continuing education or permanent education) programs.

Sweden has a longstanding tradition of inveolving the independent "popular

movements” in its cultural policies. As a result, 30% of federal cultural



axpenditures, 46% of county cultural expendituree, and 137 of municipal
cultural expenditures go to‘pcpnlar education,

A majer‘;lement in international comparisons of support for the arts has
always been a comparison of funding lefela a8 a measure of a government's depth

of coomitment to the arts, Table 1 suggests that differences in funding levels

will also reflect differences in the breadth of commitment. ToO account for

both the breadth and depth of comritpent we have adopted a two-pronged approach
to the analysis of ar:s~funding in the eight countries. We first take at face
value each country's own definition of its arts or cultural policy as revealed

in the practices of its primary arts and culture funding agencies, along with

each country's estimate of its own arts and culture expenditures. This

approach leads to a very fragile comparability, partiqalarly‘since it does not
even attempt to reconcile definitional differences across leveis of government
within each country. ‘
To improve campgrabiiity in the analysis, th. second step takes arts
support in the United States as the base of comparison and askg.what portion of
the cultural expenditureg of the other countries is spent on "U.S.
Equivalents,” those activities that the Uni ted Stafes would consider as being
within the scope of its arts policies. This approach forces comparabilfty onto
the data by asking them to conform to ome country's definition of cultural
pelicy. In this way, we can control for the variation in breadth of
governmental commitments to the arts and improve comparability, at least along

this one dimension. (Appendix A summarizes the data for each country according

to both of these approaches, and the results of this analysis are discussed in

A

Section III.)
A second element inm identifying comparable ‘boundaries of arts support is

the recognition that‘geve:nments provide aid to the arts not only through

17



- direct aid but al.., through a variety of indirect aid mechanisms. “Tax
‘expenditures,” taxes foregone by governments through various tax provisions--

L particularly those that provide incentivei for charitable contributions, are
the most important source of public support for the arts in the United States
and are also an {dentifisble factor in Great Britain and Canada. With the
exception of Swedem, 31l of the other countries in our study provide tax
incentives for charitable comntributions, but the level of tax expenditures
repains small in comparison to direct funding in those countries.
Unfortunately, while the Questien of tax expenditures for the arts has been
receiving increasing attention from both researchers and policymakers, the data
that would allow us to expand the analysis along this dimemsion are not yet

- generally available, limiting us to a series of ippressions as to their
importance in each country. {These §uestions are explored more fully im
Section IV.)
In summary, in this report we have tried to improve om earlier
comparative studies by narréwing the scope of anaiygis by adopting a single
base cf comparison that we have called "U.S. Equivalents" while at the same
time broadening the analysis te'include, as much as possible, a recognition of -

the ipportance of indirect aid as a source of public support for the arts.,

18
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II. THE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF PUBLiC SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS AND CULTURE

How a country organizes its support for the arts reveals important
assumptions about the relationship between government and the arts and the
interrelationships between the various arts and cultural sectors in that
country. An unéers:&nd;ng of the institutional structure of arts support in a
country is a critical first step toward an understanding of the financial‘ \

flows. Table 2 compares important sspects of the organizational structure of

art support in each of the eight countries.

10
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Tadle 2: PUBLIC SUFPORT FOR THE ARTS AND CULTURE
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE Programs for Use of
. Regfonal Local Devolution/ “Arm's Length"
Country __ FPrimary National Funding Agencies Funding Agencies Funding Agencies Decentralization Principle Types of Funding
Canada Department of Communications All provinces have Many cities (in Systex reflects the Yes: Operating support

Minister of Communications
{de facto Minister of Culture)
~-plays a loose coordinating role
—support to arts organizations for
“non-artistic" expenditures
(e.g., deficit reduction, management,
facilities, etc.)
-major support te cultural industries

The Cultural Agencies (autonomous):

Canada Council

-most important source of support to
the profeasfonal creative arts.

-use of Advisory Arts Panel and outside
juries

Natfonal Museums of Canada '
~ongeing support to nationsal museums
-grant programs for all museume

National Arts Centre

Naticnal Filwm Board

departments or
ministries for arts +
culture. Often
combined with:
-recreation
-preservation
-youth programs
~citizenship
(multiculturalism)

4 provinces have
autonomous arts
councils similar to
Canada Council.

Provinces operate
their own lotteries
that often provide
owney to the arts.

Ontarfo especially)
have arts department.

Federatfon of
Canadian
Municipalities,

Task Force on Culture
and Historic Heritage

fect that the
government has a
federal structure.
Therefore,
provincial
governmants are
isportant sources
of support.

All provinces
providing support
without incantives
from national
government,

Canada Council
plus the other
Cultural Agencies

nrts Councils at
rovincial level.

Grants
~projects
-equipment
~capital

Matching grants
(use of challenge grants)

Performing Arts Venture
Capital Fund

Prizes
Loans
Art Bank
(purchase of contemporary

Canadian art)

Varfety of subsidies to
cultural industries

— . .
- {plus others) X for Art
Federal Republie Federal involvement is very small. lLander are .the focus Towns, cities and ~ Systes reflects the Limited use in Three basic types of .
of Germany No central arts agency. of gov't arts suprort. . districts have fact that the special funds that subsidy:
(8 Lander and 3 city-~ offices in charge goveroment has a artistic fields ~fixed percentage of
Limited activities in a number of states) of municipal very strict control themselves: costs
miniatries. facilicies and faderal structure. Current ~variable percentage
Fach has a minfster (or gther activities ~Literature ~lump sum
Proposal for g National Cultural equivalent) eof cultural Arts funding and -Visual Arts Most common is variable
foundation with federal and Lander affairs. Often policy {a primarily -Music percentage used to
participation. . combined with: at the Lander lavel. New cover budpeted deficft.
~purchase of {mportant works of art -science ~Socfo~cultural
~funding of supra-regional activities -education projects Subsidy generally in
-sports “Drama fora of fixed direct
detailed budret allocation.
Standing Conference of Evolving use of .
Cultural Mini{sters is expert advisory Project grants
coordinating body. committees when
decisions concerning Loans (may be conditfonally
Some Lander have quality are involved. reimbursable)
state lotteries/ -
state gambling with 2 Exbodied in proposal varfous subsidies to
going to arts for National cultural industries
Cultural Foundation
Constitutional {"NEA model") 2% for Art
authority for culture N
vested with Lander. Public lending Right
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Tadle 2: PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS AND CULTURE (continued)

Country

France

o IZATIONAL STRUCTURE Prograus for Use of
Regfonal fLocal Devolution/ “Ara's Length"
Primery Nactional Funding Agencies Funding Agencies Funding Agencies Decentralization Principle {ypes of Funding

Ministry of Culture

22 other ministries make contributions to
cultural or socto-cultural activities

but 5 account for 90% of this additional
expenditure.

22 Regfonal Gov'ts.
newly created,
becoming heavily

{nvelved in culture

under develution
plan.

95 Departements

Municipalities
Now an {mportant
source of arts
suppor.

20% capital
expenditure
80% current
expenditure
80% of current goes
to operating costs
of facilities under
direct management
of municipality

Folicy and decisfon~ No
making traditionally
highly centralized.

Some cultural
expenditures are
being gradusliy
devolved as part of
overall decentrsli- .
zation plan of

government to

regions through

Special Cultural

Transfer Paynents and

contractual agreements.

fnsulate & portion
of grantmaking
decisions.

Development of sowme
special funds that do

Direct budget for ongoing
operating expenses.

Gov't takes direct
responsibility for
salaries.

Grants ’

Loan guarsntees

Guarantees against loss

Advance sgainst receipts

Purchase of art

Afd to cultural fndustries.

Earmarked transfers to
other levels of gov't

2 for Art

“Grands Projets'

Great Britain ffice of Arts and Libraries Regional Arts Upper Tier: Arts Coumcil's Yes: Direct budget, operaging
(newly independent from Departuent of Associstions Greater London proposed policy Arts$ Council of support to national
Educstion and Science) (non-governmental Council is one of Great Britzin Rus@uns.
-Minister for the Arts ($unior minister) autonomous 6 Metropolitan develution to the ACGB:
-Nat{onal Museums receive budger organiratfons) County Councils Ragional Arts Regional Arts Revenue clients — ongoing
directly from OAL Lower Tier: Associations. Associations operating suppert
12 in England 433 Local Project clients - one- (me
~Arts Council of Great Britain 3 in Wales Authorities Gov't er-ouraging projects
p— Under OAL but highly autonomous local goverusents to Guarantees gguinst loss
L] Current gov't moving  provide more funding, Proposal for "imited
toward aholition of but at the same time franchise" clients
GLC and MCCs with the central gov't is
some reallocation of putting & cap on Public Lending Right
thef{r arts funding proparty tases, an
to OAL and ACGB. important source of
local revinue.
ftaty Responsibility shared between two Regions' Municipalities Arts support strictly Not extensive, but’ Direct budget for ongoing
ministries: Involvement in the controlled by both ministries now operati{ng expenses
arts is recent national legislation. uping advisory
Mi{n{stry for Cultural Property and development. boards. Grante
Environment (hiateric preservation, 1972-regions given
nat fonal wuneums, libraries, archives, Interregional responsibiiity for Treasury bonde to
promotion of fine arts) Commission for ouseuss #nd locxl consolidate deficits of
Coordination of Iibraries; since - major performiny srts
Ministry for Tourism and Performing Arts Culture then regions have
{including promotion and support of expanded their role
musi{c. theater, and cinema) ‘ 1983-reforms for the
: . heritage, music,
There has been a strong traditional ¢ 3 theater and ~{ema
separation between the cultural herftage « red=flaing roles:
and the performing arts. — A N
: “central gov't: general! principles and coordination
regions: promotion and plasning
- municipalities: sanagesmert
., ST COPY AVAILABLE ,
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Table 2: FUBLIC SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS AND CULTURE (continued)

ORCANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

-

Prograng for Use of
Locsl Devolutionf "Ars's Length"
Funding Agenciee Decentralization Principle Types of Funding
Municipalities "Exchange of Submidy" Yas: Direct ongéing support
Local cultural Program in performing Arts Council 90 of salaries of

agencies with
advisory councils

Strong divisfon of
responsibiiity with
other levels of
gov't for performing
arts. local gov't
owns and operstes
mo%t cultural
facilities.

arts! higher national
subsidy of natfonal
institutfons and
experinmental, higher
local subs of
others.

Museums going in
opposite direction.
Shared pubsidy.

Central gov't has
policy of oversll
decentrgiization,
but debal as to
whether arts should
be fincluded.

advising Minister
on policy and
|Krante.

Advisory coupcils
&180 common at
lower levels of
Rov't.

orchestras
deficit financing for
theaters .

Tradition of shared

~subsidy between levels
of government.

Shift to 3 yr. budget -
financéng

Some projfect Rrancs

Subsidy for cultural
industries

2/ikX for Art

Visual Artists Scheme
{(ingbme gpusrantee) .

Public Lendfng Right

Interest-free losns for
purchase of art works.

Regional
Country Primary Naticonal Funding Agencies Funding Azencies
Netherlands Ministry of Welfare, Health and Cultural Provincea haw
Affairs cultural
administratfons with
-Directorate General for Cultural Affairs advisory cultural
~Fine Arts Division cauncils
-Museums, Monuments and Archives Division
~International Relations Divisfon
~Radio, Television and Press Division
-"“Raad voor de Kunst® {s an independent
Arts Council advising the Minister on . ’
pelicy snd grants made through this
Directorate.
€
Sweden Ministry of Educatfon and Cultural Affairs 23 County Councils

! -Departoent of Cultural Affuirs
-~tepartment of Mass Media Policy

Natioral Council for Cultural Affasrs

(“Statens kulturrad™)

-~quasi-autonomous organization within
Ministry but operating with substantial
input from lavpersons, charged with:

-development of cultural policy

-~assessment of budget proposals of
grantees {n wide varfety of arcas

~responsible for actual grants in
some artistic areas

—overall grantmaking discretion limited
by detailed budget allocations passed by
Parliament after consultation with
National Counci!l

€1

with cultural
comnittees

{about 8.3% of county
budrets spent on
all cultural activity)

28B4 Munfcipalitfes
with cultural
comnittees.

{About 4% of local
budget is spent of
cultural activity,
particularly
libraries, municipal
theaters, municipal
orchestras)

Policy formulat fon
is centralfzed via
lepisiation

Inplementation
increasingly
decentralized.

Funding
decentralized.

{(System of
“centralized |
decentral{zatfon"}

Demilitarized the .

milditary bands to

form regfonal .

archestras.

Yos:
Natfional Council
for Cultural
Affairs

Separatg funds for

support of

~individuals

~Swedf{sh Authors'
Fund

-Arts Grants
Committee

Heavy use of
intermediary,
valuntary
organizations {rom
the "ropular
movements"

Direct detailed bdbudget
allocaticons to major
institutions and
national authorities

Grants for “free' groups

Adld to cultural industries
distributed in a
variety of ways.

Guaranteed income for
selected artists

T for Are

Public Lending Right

Public Exhibition Right

w
[

National Endowment for the Arts
-primary funding source for the arts

United States

Inxtitute of Museum Services
-operating and grant support to museumls

e <
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50 State Arte Ageacies

€ Special Jurisdiction
Arts Coupncils

8 Regiaonal Arts
Agencies
{private nonprofit
oxganizations)

Some institutions get
direct appropriations
from state legislatures
in 20 states.

Arts lottery plus local
lottery councils in
Massachusetts,

1,500~2.000
Local Arts
Agencies

Some gov't,
some private mon~
profit,

Some {nstitutions
get direct
appropristions
from city
governsent.

System reflacts the
fact that the
governsent has &
federal structure.

Partnership Office
of NEA provides
Basic Support Grants
&% matching grants
to states.

New NEA Locals Test
Progras.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Yes:

National Endowment
for the Arts

State Arts .
Agencics

Many Local Arts
Aguncies

>

Project Grants .
{Cost sharing is main
mode of support)

Challenge Grants

Matching Crants

Ongeing support for
cperations through
Institute of
Museum Services

Direct budget to
some national and
D.C. area
institutians

Z for Art



S

DINISTRIES AND ARTS COUNCILS

1

At the national level, two broad organizational types have been the

podels for arts support agencies: the Mimistry and the Arts Coumcil. The

. Minigtry, a central goverument agéncy headed by a Minister whe typically has

Cabinet status, and the Arts Council, & quasi-autonomous agency insulated as
puch as possible from the political influence of central goverament through
the "arm's length" principle, have been sten as two diametrically opposed

forms of arts support, ‘But while this distinction may be a useful way- to

distinguish between government support systems at a pacro-level, in practice

it breaks down very qnié&ly as the tensions between the two models and the
..
advantages of each of tie models result in a canﬁé:gence of the organizational
forms.
Surprisingly, of the eight countries in this study, France is the only

one that cur:eﬁtly has a "pure' Ministry of Culture. (Other‘countries combine
' )

culture with a variety of other areas of gcﬁgrnment pqiicy to form hybrid
ministrieq.) ynder different go;ernmen:§ the Ministry has ﬁé& a variety of
differen:.fo:ms--xiﬂistry of Cuitnre.snd Eqviranwent,,xinistrx of Culture and
Cammpnicaf%on--hut cqltu:ejhns‘always been the centerpiece since Ehe Ministry
wag Created in 1959.* Under the Mitterrand goverpment the(ﬁiﬁistry-cf Culture
has t;ken on a new importance with an unprecedented doubling éf its budget and
with the appaintment_of a high profile Minister of Culture.

.In Italy there has ‘been a strong traditional separation between the
culcu:&lihertﬁage and the perfo:miné axrts, and this sepgration is eﬁﬁgdied in

«the national funding structure. Two central wministries created in the pid-

19708 provide approximately 807 of central government funding for the arts:

. the Ministry for Cultural Property and Envirconment, which is respousible for

historic preservation, national museums, libraries and archives, and the

A



" prowotion of the fine arts; and the Ministry for Tourism and the Performing

Arts, tesponsible on the arts side for the promotiom and support of music,

——-theater and cinepa. The latter ministry iliustrates a trend toward

-~

emphasizing the economic role of the arts, a relatively new argument in the
logic of arts aupport;‘wnich many of the individuals we intervieggd view as
epanating primarily from recent tesearch‘e; the economics of the arts in the
United States. The Italian reﬁions, which have become more important sources
of arts funding in the last 10 years, have chosen to combine all of their arts
activities in single offices, leading to pressure on the central government to
cowbine its arts activities into one minist:y to improve tha coordination of
these activities across goveramental levels.

Significantly, bo£h ministries include advisory bodies, adopting a bit of
the autonomy of the Arts Council model: the National Council for the Cultgral
Heritage, composed of rep:eaent&tivef of all the regions and of gther
ministries as well as outside experts and representatives of the scientific
disciplines, aévise; on policy and piapning;danﬁ the newly created National
Council fcf the Performing Arts, compé#ed of representatives of the regions,
other minmistries, professional organizations, trade unions, and experts, will
advise on the three year plan and on thé annual allocation of funds.

The Netherlands and Sweden are the countries in the current study that
most clearly consider the arts and culture as aspects cf the overaii“snciai
welfare policy of the st#te,'and this is reflected iu the organfzation of their.

winistries. In the Netherlands, as the national view of social welfare has

evolved, the organizational structure of arts support has changed., After the

Second World War the arts were within the Ministry of Educatiom, Arts and
Science. In 1965 the Minmistry of Cultural Affasirs, Recreatiom and Social
Welfare was created, and in 1982 public health was added to its portfolio

formiag the Ministry of Welfare, Health eand Cultural Affairs. The Ministry
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;g::egtly deals with public health, cultural affairs, sport, the media, and
cammuni&y development,

-This s:ructafe is clé&rly designed to exploit one of the advantages of thenru*%fi:
ministerial structure, the encouragement of interactions between areas of
‘gove:nmenc policy. The arts become a full partner in government rxather than
being situated at the périphery, and this facilitates cooperative work with
other government offices, particularly important for the implement&ti§n of
sacia-cu;tural pregrams; Arm's length agencies, on the other hand, may find it
pore difficult to comnvince governmental agencies to cooperate fully with them.

In the Dutch Ministry the Directorate-Ceneral for Cultural Affairs has

< four divisions: Fine Arts (including Arts and Architecture, Film, Artistic
Cultivation/Amateur Arts, Music and Dance . ind Theater and Letters); Museums,
Monuments, and Archives; International Relations; and Radio, Television, and
Press. As in Italy, the Minister is advised by an Arts Council ('Raad voor de
Kunst"), which is comprised primarily of laypersons with credentials in the
various artistic fields and serves as a iink between the art world and the
government. The Councii advises on policy questions and is very involved in
policy debates; it also makes recommendations on funding, though recently these
recommendations have often been for much pore than the available funding so the
statf of the Ministry has had to make the final deci{sions. Until :gfently the

——— T"Council has had seats dedicated—for certain artistic organizationg, but this =
led to the criticism that these representatives advocated only the interests of
their own orgamizations or constituencies. Both of these factors have raised
the issue of whether it is the Arts Council or the Minister who has the
ultimate authority.
In Sweden the arts come under the aegis of the Ministry of Education and

Cultural Affairs through its Department of Cultural Affairs and Department of
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Mass K;dia Policy, but the roie that the Ministry plays ;s atypical because of
~ the general organization of Swedish Eoverpnent. The Parliament makes decisions
of pringiple and finance, while government departments are concerned with
policymaking and financial allocations but not with day-to-day advinistration,
which is usually the responsibility of independent authorities. In the arts
the independent authorities are typically the arts institutions themselves, and
they generally receive direct budget allocations from the governwent.

Onto this ministry structure has been grafted the National Council for
Cultural Affairs ("Staatens kulturrad"), a‘3u§§§:augonéaous organizationﬂwithip
the Ministry but operating with suhst&ﬁtial input frop laypersons. The Council
has a board and four committees for various cultural fields. The board is
comprised of representatives of political parties (including members of the
Parliament's Standing Compittee on Cultural Affairs), municipalities, various
organizations, and cultural workers. The Council is responsible for the
development of cultural policy, the assessment of the proposed budgeti
submitted by grantees, and the actual distribution of grants im some artistic
areas, but its overall grantmaking discretion i{s ultimately limited by the
detailed budget allocations passed by Parliament after consuitatign with the
Council.

According to the Fundamental Law of the Federal Republic of Germany, the
Lander (the regional or state governments) are vested with the responsibility
- for making decisfions in matters of education and culture, The role of the
national government is extremely limited, and, as a result, there is no central

PN

arts agency, though there are a number of limited activities in several _ f
ministries. Because policy and practice vary widely across the Lander it is
difficult to identify one model of arts support. Each Land, however, has a
Minister (or the equivalent) of Cultural Affairs, often in combinakion with

science, education, or sports; and each city-state has a Senate departwent of .
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culture., These offices cooperate through the Standing Conference of Cultural
H}nisters. |

In Germany, too, there are aign# that elements of the Arts Council model
are beginning to be adopted. Increasingly the Lander are using expert advisory
committees in making decisions that involve questions of artistic quality.
Perhaps more significantly, aé the national level there is & proposal for the
creation of a National Cultural Foundation with the participation of the
federal government and the Lander. Earlier proposals of this type have
foundexed on the German aversion to a national cultural policy, but the current
proposal is being advanced by the Lander and may be merelpaia:able. The
Foundation would provide & pool of resources to purchase objects of nati°n§£ﬂ“__q:::<
ipportance, coordinate the current federal sctivities, and support certain
other gctiyi:ies, p;rticularly those Qf supraregional interest. Some of the
Lander waht an “NEA Zype organizs;ian.“ Sowe see the proposal as a way to

bring federal money closer to the concerns of the lLander. "Kulturrat”, an

important arts lobbying organization, opposes the plan because it feels that

limiting the government's control over these resources would lead to a marrower

focus in the mix of activities actually fuﬁdeé. Atts £nst£tutien§ are afraid
that moving resources to an sutonopous organization of this sort would
eventually lead to a shrinkage in available resources as the autonomous
organization would be less effective in lobbying for government money than
would agencies more integral to the government, another of the important
perceived advantages of a ministry,

With the creation of the Arts Council of Great Britain in 1946, Great
Britain became the first country to create a quasi-autonomous non-governmental
organization (“quango") to be the conduit for government support of the arts.

It was a model eventually copied by a number of English-speaking countries
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{nocluding Canada and the United States. Waldemar Nielsen has characterized the
difference between the'Britiah fore and the Swedish form of an arts council as
one of who ultimately formulates pqiicy: fThe (Sweéish) government thus spends
its poney via the council to carry out government objectives. It is not, as in
Britain, a matter-af the Arts Council seeking governwment money to carry out its
own poiicies."(3) And one might add Cénada and the United States to this last
sentence a&s well. .

Though the Arts Council is the most. visidle organization supporting the
arts in Great Britain, it only encompasses part of the British government's
 support for the arts. The Office of Arts and Libravies is actually the
central agency through which virtually all of central government funding for
the arts flows. Once located within the Department of Education and Science,
under the-current government the Office of Arts and Libraries has become
independent. Though OAL is not referred to as a "Ministry,” it is headed by a
Minister for the Arts who participates in the Cabinet as a junior minister.
Roughly half of OAL's annual budget goes to the Arts Council over whom the
minister has very little iﬁflnence, twenty-five percent is provided as direct
support to the natiomal puseums, and the remainder goes to a variety of other
museums, spaller quangos, and specific projects. Thus, the Office of Arts and
Libraries combines direct funding with heavy use of an independent regrancting
organization. It should be noted that even though money for the natiomal
suseums does not go through a regranting agency, OAL would argue that these'
grants reflect the arm's length principié as well in that the museums are
independent trustee institutions and once the budget allocation is made by OAL
they are left to spend the grant as they see fit.

Parliament has been comsidering broader earmarking of arts funding for
several years. The 1981-82 report of the House of Commons Education, Science

and Arts Committee, Public and Private Funding of the Arts, recommended that
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the Arts Council should administer a separate grant for the national companies
as earmarked by the Minister. In the same report a Ministry for the Arts,
Heritage and Tourism with a Minister of full Cabinet rank was proposed te.
provide a more effective voice for arts interests within government.

Two more recent events illustrate the ﬁension between Parliament's desire
to provide directly earmarked funding to specific clients nf the Arts Council,
particularly the . tional" institutions, and the Arts Council's desire to
maintain its own autoneéy._ The Priestléy Report, a financial scrutiny‘af the
Royal Opera House and the Royal Shakespeare Company commissioned by OAL, led
to an increase in the“Conncil'; grant-in-aid for 1984/85 that was earmarked
for these two conpaniés plus four other opera companies. This marked the
first time that ACCB allocations were earmarked. There are indications that
the opera companies are now quietly lobbying to have their entire graats
earmarked,

The cufrent government's plan to abolish the Greater London Council and
the Metropolitan County Councils will affect approximately 40 million pounds
that these government sgenqies currently spend on the arts. To offset most of
this loss the government has agreed to provide an additional 34 million pounds

to OAL, 17 million for the major museums and art galleries, 1 million for the

- British filw Institute and 16 million for the Arts Coumcil. To ease the

transition the Arts Council has agreed, in principle, to spend most of this
amount in the GLC/MCC areas for at least the first few years, but they have

made it very clear that they will make the final decisions and that ultimately

the increase in frnding will be spent according to the Council's criteria,
foreclosing continued government funding for a number of the GLC/MCC funded
activities.

The Canada Council, created in 1957, was modelled om the Arts Council of
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Great Britain, but its conception took the "arm's length” principle one step
further. It wes designed to be sdministratively independent and financially

independent of the government. An endowment was created with 50 million

- Canadian dollars in taxes from the estates of two Canadian industrialists, and

the income on the endowment was restricted to funding the Council. 1In this
regard the Council was actually more similar to a large private American
foundation. The growth of the Canada Council has long since surpassed the
yield from fts endowment, and the major source of funding is now its annual
grant from the federal government.

While the Canada Council is still the primary federal arts funding agency
in Canada, over the years a variety of cultural agencies more or less
independent of government have been created and various governwental
departments have been given increasing direct responsibility for supporting
art and culture. The centrgi governmental cultural agency is the Department
of Communications, headed by the Minister of Communications who is often
referred to as the de factoAHinister of Culture. While it still jealously
guards its autonomy in making grant decisions, the Canada Council now comes
loosely under the umbrella of the Minister of Cammunicacions who transmits the
Cogncii‘s budget request to Parliament but has no direct authority over the
Council. 1In this way the relationship between the Camada Council and the
Bepartmeht of Communications is mot unlike the relationship between the Arts
Council of Great Britain and the Office of Arts and Libraries.

A rough division of labor as to responsibility for various types of

_artistic suppert has evolved between the Canada Council and the Department of

Communications. In general, the Canada Council concerns itself with
professional #rtists and arts institutions, wost particularly those activities
where funding decisions must embody judgments of artistic quality. The

Department of Communications takes direct responsibility for the cultural
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industrics and for £o¥ms of aid that are not primarily keyed to questions of
arvistic content»sueh as deficit reduction, organizational management, and
facility construction and renovation. (This division in responsibilities is
mirrored at the provincial level where some of the provinces have both
Departments of Culture and Arts Council.)

Actual f&nding patterns are not as clear as these principles might
suggest, and there is constant negotiation and positioning as these two
funding agencies :eéefiée thelr turf. The government's desire to have more
influence on determining policy directions-~-particularly as concerns the
geag:aphicai distribution of artistic activities, the level of Camadian
content, the role of education, the importance of multiculturaiism, and the
structure of cultural distribution systems--and more administrative control

are two themes that have surfaced more frequently in recent years,

particulariy in the 1932 Report of the Federal Cultural Policy Review

Compittee, perhaps the most comprehensive analysis of arts fundiﬁg practices
to have been undertaken recently by any of the countries in our study.

Alongside the Canada Council are nuperous other cultural agencies, all
similarly independent from thexnepsrtment of Compunications. National Museums
of Canada provides direct ongoing support to the national museums and a wide
variety of grant programs to a broader range of museums. (Thus, unlike the
British Office of Arts and Libraries, nmuseum support is also relegated to an
arm's length agency.) Support for scholarly work in the social sciences and
humanities was originally included in the mandate of the Canada Council, but
these areas werevsplit off in 1978 with the creation of the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council, a structure similar to the NEA/NEH split in
the United States.

~

In the current study the National Endowment for the Arts is the best
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exasple of‘c “pure” arm's length agency, receiving its appropriations directly
from the Congress vather than through an £§ter§ed£&:y government department. A
separate and smaller arm's length agency, the Institute of Museun Services,
provides general operating support snd other grants for comservation,
management and tcchnical assistance to museums. Funding is provided directly
to the Swithsonian Institution. And some funding is earmarked by<¢ongress for

several other national and D.C. area institutionms,

When viewed as a whole, the experience of the eight countries in evolving
the{r own funding ;truc:ure: suggests a slow convergence of the ministry and
arts council wodels of arts support. Countries with ministries have moved to
the greater flexibility of the arts council model with greater involvement of
the various artistic sectors themselves in decisionmaking, transforming funding
decisions, it is hapeé! into artistic deéisions rather.:han into political
decisions. On the other hand, with the exception of tgé United States, the
arts council countries in our study have adopted elements of the ministry
model, trying to incorpozéte some of the increased political clout of that
model. But it is clear that increased political clout éorks both ways: on
behalf of the arts as they are more effectively represented ixn governsent and
on behalf of the government and its political agenda. o )

This comvergence is happening in the context of a general ieveiiing off
or diminution of arts funding at the national level in all the countries in
the study, and the indepe#dent arts agencies are finding themselves with less
flexibility as they are forced to allocate larger percentages of their budgets
to théir major ongoing clients. As a re;ult, a new view is emerging as to the

\true extent of the arm's length primciple. In.Canadgxghe Canada Council is |

more aware than ever ‘before that its decisions are made within a political

context, within a cultuxal context--especially the competing demands of

-
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multiculturalism, and within an economic context, all of which gives them‘less
elbow room. Bobe:: Hutchison, in his stvdy of the Arts Council of Greag
Britain, has conciuded that although the arm's length principle has provided
valuable protection against government censorship and control, ",..the Arts

Council has to, and does, work within the grain of Government policy,"

[emphasis added] (4).

o
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DEVOLUTION, DECENTRALIZATION AND SUPPORT AT THE REGIONAL AND LOCAL LEVELS

An impportant and current question in the debate on arts policy in most
of these countries is the role that decentralization should play in funding
and decisionmaning. A variety of decentralization policies have been
ipplemented in these countries, mostly i{n the last decade, and only now are
the results of the policies beginning to become evident.

‘ Table Z indicates that in all of the eighc countries the responsibility‘
‘for arts funding is widéiy shared ;cress levels of government. This is
reinforced by Table 3, presented in :ye next section of this report, whare it
is shown that oumly in Sweden and Italy do regiomal and local governments
pFovide less than half of the total public expenditure on U.S. equivalents,
but even in both these cases regional and local governments provide 46% of
total support. But these figures by themselves do not necessarily sammarizeA
the distribution of decisionmaking power over cultural funding, as cultural
expenditures at ome level of government may be controlled in large part by
cultural policies and actual financial transfers from another level of
goverament, |

»Regionai and local funding structures have evolved in a number of
different ways, responding to regional and local priorities as well as to
central government policies. The diversity of experience indicates that
governments may have very different things in mind when implementing policies
of “decentralization"” and for this reason it becomes very difficult to compare
these policies across countries without s substantial amount of information onm
the natlonal context and the historical evolution of arts support.

As & first step it is necessary to discntangle the concepts and

vocabulary surrounding the allocation of programs across levels of government.

At the heart of the matter is a confusion that exists between the concepts of
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,
“devolution" and "decentralization" and the relationship that each has to the
three critical dimensions of government {nitiatives: policymaking, financial
resources, and adninis:fct&on. We will use the term devolution to refer to
the movement of responsibility for a governzent progras to a lower level of
goverument such that that level of government has campiete autonomy along each-
of these three dimensiomns. While devolution is normally used to refer to the
relegation of government initfatives to the private sector, within arts policy,
it can al;o‘serve a useful analytical function ﬁo discuss the allocation of
programs across levels of government, Decentralization, on the other h;nd,
;efers to a governmental initiative where policymaking and the allocation of
financi#i resources are éecisicnsfthat are kept at a higher level of
government, while a lower level of government is given the responsibility for
implepenting and administering the program.

In government arts support systems it is not uncommon to witness an
intermediate form of governmengai prograp aIioc&:ion: Some governmental arts
funding agencies have found ié desirable to strike a middle ground by
transferring financial resources to the lower level of govermnment along with
administrative responsibilitfes so the lower level's control is only
constrained by the general policies of the higher level of. gevernment.
Examples of all three forms ean.be found in the eight countries in our study.

| The Federal Republic of Germany, Canada and the United States all conform

fairly clearly to the pure model of devolution because of the federal

structure of their governmenta; systems. In all three cases, while some arts
support exists at the level of the central government (apéreciahly‘mare in the
U.S. and Camada than in Cermany), regional art support is very important and
quite autonomous along all three dimensions. In Germany arts support never
actually moved from one level of government to another as éﬁ? Fundamental Law

of the Federal Republic of Germany specifies that devolution at the creation

26

38



3

of the post-war goveramental structure., Similarly, the federalized structure

of Canadian art support evolved without any explidiﬁ central gevernment policy

¥

as provinces decided to copy at the provincial level the model offered first
by the Canada Council and laler by the Departmeant of Communications. In the

United States most of the State Arts Agencies came into existence after the

a

National Endowment for the Arts offered the added fncentive of matching grants

for their creatiom, but those transfers, which continue to be pade on an
annual basis through the Endowsent Office for Public Partnership, carry few.
restrictions as to policy. So even though devolution was achieved through a

carrot rather than a stick, it is still devolution in the sense that we are

using that term. (The mimicking of the Canada Council at the~p:pvin;£al level

‘and the National Endowment for the Arts in many of the state arts agencies

raises a related issue: What is the effect of devolving arts funding to an

organization which is closely modelled on the ome from which it has been

.

"devolved?)

Italy's experience with devolution has been more cowmplicated. In 1972
respensibility for museums and local libraries was transferred to the regions.
(In the latter case this is actually an example of increased centralization
rather than devolution.}* Since that initial step, the regians’have g:édnaliy
expanded their role to various other artistic sectors, even though Italian "law
did not necessarily allow them the policymaking latitude to do so. The )
regians‘naturaliy selected rather different paths leading to s:giking
differences in the level of cultural activity among the regions. This
prompted the central governsent, which sees the goal of equality sné
uniformity across the rountry as part of its mandate, to pull in the reins‘in

a series of reforms concerning the herftsge, music, theater and cinema. In

1983 a new division of respousibility was established: central government
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would take fé;pensibility for general principles and coordimation, the regions
for promotion and planning, and the municipalities for management.

One could make the a:gnn;nt thgt the major difficulty with the process
of devolution in this case case from ;he fact that the central government was
slow in the process of more }nlly devolving responsibilities for the other
artistic disciplines. But it seems that this would miss the sajor dilepma
inherent-in the story. The goals. that governments espéuse for their cultural
policies include two goals that are drawn into conflict by the process of
devolétion: the goal of providing ; uniform lé?Fi"of artistic activity
throughout the country and the goal of encaurazﬁgg excellence through
vitality, variation and éifktlity in éhe provision of activities. As arts
prngrams are devolved, the decisions of lewer levels of gevernment will quite
likely favor the second more than the first. As the provision of se:vices
,hecomes unequal the central government may weil find i:self drawn intoc a
:econaide:ation of its devolution policiea and pight decide to recentralize-
poiicynaking, moving from devolu:ion of arts activities to the mixeé sodel in
-(which funding and administration are still 6ecentra££zed but subject to a high
degree of ;éntral control, (Local and regional gavefn&ents are unlikely to be
happy with this ;itua:ien’fo: long.) Thus, in & country where a relatively
uniforn distribution of services is vglued, a devolu:;éﬁ stritegy to provide
*t§ose services is .likely to prove umstable, and the central government will
reassert its interest by roving the system away from devolution.

The example of the Federal Republic of Germany is similar in this regard,
though the changes are not as striking as in Italy., The proposal tc create a
National Cultural Foundation is in part designed to facilitate a level of

supra-regional coordination, funding and policymaking where none of these has

existed before to meet national gosls. At the same time Germany, C&nada,‘aaé

the United States, because of their highly federal structure do not pjace as a
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high a value on unifofnity in delivery of services across the connt?y. In
face, their national policies explicitly value the sort of diversity and

heterogeneity that would emcourage a devniu:icn»stra:egy and allow it to be
relatively stable,

The Ar:s_Céuncil oiustca;_grigsin began its‘relaticnships with lower
ievels of gaver?ment with a series of {ts own regien§i offices, very much in
the :?iric of decentralization. But these offices were closed in 1856 when
the Arts Council sppareétiy casé to the conclusion that its ability to make .
policy for the regions was slipping iﬁay, giving localities more than just
administrative authority. Thus a de?entralizgtion strategy can fali‘victim_to
a8 desire for umiformity of policy just as the devolution strategy can fall
victim te a desire for uniformity of coverage, |

Soon thereafter the first of the Regional Arts Associations was formed,
not by the central government but by local individuals and arts insticutioﬂs
who felt strongly ;that there was a role for local determination in arts
funding and policies. Eventually RAAs were establgshed throughout England and
Wales, and they began to aétract some funding from local authorities aund the
Metropolitan Country Councils., By 1962 the Arts Councils policies gad turned
around sufficiently, in large part due to an increasing recognition that very
high percentages of its grants were going to artistic activities in Londomn, so
that the first tentative grants were made to an RAA,.

The early grants were made with an agreement that the Arts Council would
be able to assert its influence by selecting which elements in the RAA's
program it would support, (the wixed model of support). Eventually, the Arts
Council camextc rely more and mwore on the independent, non-governmental RAAs

to serve as regiomal comduits for Arts Council support, providing them with

grants that are similar to NEA's Basic State Grants. (11% of the Arts
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Council's grants currently goei to the Regional Arts Associations, with an
additional 19% to the Scottish anu Welsh Arts Councils. No less than 20% of
NEA's afnual program budget must go to agate arts ;gencées and their ;
designated regional organizations.) It was once the hope that the RAAs would
receive a ﬁhird of their income from the gg;ional government, a third from
local government, and a third ftosﬂérivste_sonrces. The current composition
is approximately 80-85% national, 15-20% local,uand an ingignificant amount of
private -support. ) v :

" With the renewed emphasisa on the role of lccal aad regiomal govermments
in the assessaenﬁ, evaluation, and fun&ing of arts activities, the Arts
Council has shifted ac incressing number of its clients to the RAAs along with
a financial transfer equal to their current grant, ultimately deveolving the

funding and assesszent of these institutions to the RAAs. Last year, in a

major policy document, The Glory of the Garden, the Arts Council proposed what
it termed the "full devolution" of 45 wore clients, nearly onefﬁhir& of the
Arts Council's revenue clieants, along with their annual grants to the RAAs

. along with an unspecified amount of project grant funds. This devolution
strategy is currently being negotiated. Eventually the level of ACGB funding
to the RAAs would lose its specific linkage to these institutions and at that
time, although the money‘would come in large part frowm ACGB and be subject to
its genmeral policy guidelines, these activities would be for all intents and
purposes fully devolved to the regions. Critics of the Arts Council cee this
current plan as being more of a move toward decentralization than a move
toward devolution under which the regional offices would carry out a central
policy uitfmately under central comtrol. It is perhaps too early to tell what
the ultimate outcome will be; the debate is very sively at the moment. "\\

Whether thuve will eventually be a counter-reaction of the sort we have |

observed in some of the other countries will depend on the interplay between -
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- —--equitable distribution of arts provisios in strategic areséftﬁfoughout the

the goals of uniformity of coverage and vitality. The Arts Council seems to
be hoping to avoid this sort of backlash by retaining for itself three groups
of clieuts: “;hose vajor clients which, wherever they are located, are

expected tc play a prosinent part in the Council's policy of ensuring a more

country,"(6) the major national companies, and a relatively small number of
ciients who because of their extensive touring, their essentially experimental
nature, or a s@gnificané ;Lnority appeal that is not linked to any particular
region, are also of national significance.

In the Netherlands there has heeq 8. strong tradition of matching subsidy
("koppelsubsidering") for the performing arts in which the central goverament
insists as a condition for its support, either informally in the case of
orchestras or more formally in the case of theaters, that lower levels of
government participate in providing sybsidy. This procedure is relatively
widespread and is used when it has not been clearly established which level of
gevernment has responsibility for a particular institution. For orchestras
central government typically subsidizes 50% of the salaries and benefits of
the @emhers of the orchestra. On average, this amounts tc 35% of the total
costs of the orchestra. The mumicipalities and provinces together finance 557
of the total costs. For theaters the central government subsidizes a
specified percentage of the working deficit, usually 40Z; the other 60% is
financed, for the most part, by the municipalities with some participation of

the provinces. (The deficit is a large portiom of total costs so the total

‘subsidy is substantial.)

This process may be best described as a form of cooperative devolution,
' §
where no level of government operates independently of any other unless it is
b e

willing to incur the total cost of subsidy by itself. As with other instances
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of devolution we have discussed, the policy directions of the variocus
governments often diverge. With no agreed upon policy each level of
government tries to aim its portion of the total subsidy to its respective
policy attitude: éhe central government places an emphss;s op artistic
qualiity, the. regional government on availability and accessibility of the arts
to its residents, and punicipalities on local consumption and participation.
This leads to & high level of uncertainty in arts support. Which level of the
government should an ingtitution approach in the first instance? and which
level of goverusent should respond?(6)

Partially in response to this diléﬁnn the government has instituted a
reorganization in the performing arts with au “Exchange of Subsidies"
("subsidieruil") program. The‘governnent will increase its subsidy for the
national and experimental performing arts institutions. Local and regiomal
governments will reallocate their subsidies toward the remaining institutionms.
Thus, devolution proved unstable as the cen;ral government took what it
considered to be a necessary step in reasserting a coherent policy direction.
Ironically, at the same time the Museum Division of the Ministry seems to be
moving in the opposite direction, encouraging more local subsidy in order to
limit the degree of national influence on museums. &

All of this povement is océurins in the context of a general’policy of
devolution on the part of the Dutch government. As a resgit of the Special
Welfare Enabling Act the central government will begin this year turning over
as many of its tasks as possible in the fields of welfare care, recreation,
and education to-lawer levels of éove:nment. A major debate is currently
taking place as to whether arts policy should be included in this devolutiom
plan.

In France policy formulation and decisionmaking has traditiomally been

highly centralized, in the arts as much as elsewhere., To the extent thst
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regional artistic initiatives have tended to take the form of arts facilities
such as the Maisons de la Culture, originally designed to provide
encouragedent and an outlet for local artistic creativity and to be funded
50/50 between central and local governments (a ratio that was never reached),
these programs are examples of decentralization im the narrow sense o§ B
involving sove degree of local autéﬂgny in—aduinistiﬁtian. But most of the
programs and policies emanating from :ﬁe central government have eventually
taken on.sane:hing of the rarefied cenplexggn of centralized Parisian culture,

The current French goverument is instituting a major set of reforms
designed to redistribute power and resources t§ local and regional
governsents. Each transfer of power will initially be patched with a
financial transfer fully covering’:he‘correspnnding expenditure. Eventually
the earvarking will be phased out and the lower levels of government will he-
free to decide, fund and manage its own brogra&s.

For art and culture this process has begun with the provision of Special
Cultural Transfer Payments. At the outset these payments are made in the
context of specific contractual agreements between the central government and
Icue§ levels of government, 1In 1982 and 1983 more tham 160 of these
agreements were signed. These agreements require therfinancial participation
of the local government in the hopes ch&t when the decentralization grants are
ultimately turned over xitpout strings, these governments will choose to
continue their participation in the funding of cultural activities. One
indication that this appears to be working for the moment is the fact that
regional allocations to culture have grown significantly.

The policy, thus, is one of gradual devolution, It is far too early to
tell to what extent the intermediate comtractual step will promote a provision

of artistic and cultural services that the central government will eventually
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find sufficient., With the strong traditiom of central control in France,
particularly in the arts and culture, it may prove all too tempting to future
governments to pull in the :eins on this poiicy of devolution;

' Swedish policies perhaps come closest toc the pure model of
decentralization. Policy forsulation has been relatively centralized, while

policy implementation has been increasingly decentralized. This process has

- been characterized as "centralized decentralization,” where the process is

carefully monitored and controlled by the state. In Sweden this
decentralization o§ gdainfatratién has been taken one step fué:her thsn‘in
most countries by placing significant fesponsibikity for artistic and cultural
activities in the hands of voluntary organizations including popular education
associations (study circles), cgitural workers' trade unions, amateur cultural
organizations, youth organizations, and temperance organizations.

One of the post unique aspects of Swedish.decentralizs:ion has been thé,
creation of the regional orchestras. The central-government created a nmetwork
of regional orchestras simply by demilitarizing the military bands that were
already distributed geograbhically and adding string players. (Contrast the
elegant simplicity of this scheme to the difficulty of accomplishing what the
Arts Council ofﬂcreat Britain has decided to do. One of the outcomes of its
recent policy review was thefdeéision that 4 national orchestras was too manmy
for London and that one should be encouraged to move to Nottingham. In
England orchestras are self-governing cooperatives, and it is extremely
unlikely that any of them will agree to this proposal.)

While the decentralization éolicies of the Swedish govermment have not
engendered much opposition, their effect has been blunted by increasing

limitation on public resources, and some individuals believe that Swedish

cultural policy may be entering a new era of recentralization as these limited

resources become concentrated once again in the major imstitutions in the
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sajor cities, particularly with the new emphasis on the economic impact of the

arts.

Taken as a whole these experiences suggest that as long as the goals ~

uniformity of coverage in the praéisien of the arts and culture and

o

encouragevent of variety in artistic activities are both strongly held neither

e _ e

devolution nor decentralization will préve ééméghentireiy'satisfactory ﬁs a
solution. Governsents will fin& it desiradle to intervene, taking on
increased power of one sort or another before embarking on a new program of
allocation of responsibilities. The challenge is in finding a_éuppcrt

structure ﬁh&: will be able and will choose to pursue both goals

simultaneously.
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TYPES OF FUNDING

.
Another organizational ares in which we observed considerable variation
across the eight countries was in the funding mechanisms used by each country,
The predominant form of support in ell the count:ies, except the
United States, is the direct budget allocation for ongoing suppert to
institutions, The methodwof<§a1cuiagionmof'£he amount of subsidy 2iffers |
somewhat frnn-country, but the f;nal-result is a subsidy (or joint subsidies
across leveis of goyernécnt) that supports a large §ert£on of the
institution's budget. It fs not at all uncommon in France; Itsly, the
Netherlands, the Federal Repghiic of Germany and Sweden to find subsidy levels
of 70-90%, even 100X of total costs. (Several examples are discussed further
in Section V of :hi; report.) And often these budget sllocatisns are quite
detailed, lgnked to specific budget items in the inmstitutfion's budget request.
A brief survey is instructive. In Frauce the most common type of subsidy
is the direct budget for op=:iating expenses. The government takes direct
responsibility for salaries, and it has been estina;ed that the Ministry of
Culture employs "11,000 functionaries or quasi-functionaries (om direct
saia;ies or on permanent subsidies)."(7) Frenc# gove:n&ent has also evoived 8
proclivity for funding "Grands Projets," particularly larpe caspital
investments in cultural facilities, and it has been estimated that these huge
direct expenditures will take up to one-third of the Ministry's budget by
1988-89, |
In Sweden, direct, detailed budget allocations are made to sajor
institutions and national authorities. In the performing arts there is often
a 50/50 split between federal and local subsidy, with the total subsidy based
on total persomnel costs. In Italy direct budget allocations are fuaded by

law rather than by asdministrative decision. The Dutch system of matching
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subsidy for ongoing institutional support has already been described above.
The British provide direct budget allocations to the national museuss
through the Office of Arts and Libraries. The Arts Council of Great Britain
provides most of its funding to its "revenue clients,” those clients who are
assured of a certain level of ongoing support for operations. Typically, thig
support amounts to deficit finencing.—In the past these clients have been:
able to assume relatively stable funding having once achieved the status of
revenue cliegt, but in the last four years-:he Arts Council has found it

necessary, primarily for budgetary reasons, to discontinue some revenue

‘clients and desirable to devnlve pore tham 150 clients to the Regionmal Arts

Asscciétions. The discontinuation of Aets Council funding proved doublj
serious for sume p?evious clieants, hecsuse‘theiz other sources of support
began to question the quality of an institution that had lost its "Arts
Council seal of approval." The Arts Council has been asked to certify to
other potential funding sources that such decisions were not made as a
judgement on artis:ic‘quality. In any evént, the Arts Council is required to
give one years advance natice of any such changes. The proposals in The Glory

of the Garden would leave the Arts Council with 94 revenue clients of its own.

‘In West Germany three main types of subsidy are used: fixed percentage of
costs, variable percentage of céxts, and lump suw (grants). By far the most
common is a variable percentage used to cover the projected defiéit cf the
institution, which, once again, can be a very high percentage of costs.

The predominant mode of subsidy in the United States, on the other hand,
is still the project grant, though in recent years the Natiomal Endowment has
allowed institutions to éropese entire seasons as their project, and the
Iinstitute of Museum Services has been created to p:.ovide ongoing operating
support to museums. (anada uses a wore balanced combination of direct budget

support and grants.
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The tradition of prcvidiﬁg a high level of subsidy on an annual basis

to aﬁselected number of institutions has created several interrelated problems
in a time of declining government resources. The first is that nefther
deficit financing nor percentage of cost financing pravides incentives for
arts institutions to search out and develop other sources of fuading. This
can be. seen in the example of how the British Office of Arts and Libraries
determines the level of subsidy to a museum. OAL asks the puseum to prepare a
propesed budget, :ell£n§ it to assume an X% increase in prices and a Y%
increase in salaries. (These increases are not guatsutgea, just benchwarks.)
Then the institution adds in any additional projects it would like to
undertake. Then expected receipts from all other sources are subtracted.
This gives the grant estimate around which government subsidy 1is negotiated.‘
Changes are érim&riiy made at the margin, probably around the menu of
additional projects. |

The institution would be foolish to spend much time trying to enhance its
other sources of revenue because any increases in expected receipts would
sipmply be subtracted from the institution's su§s£6y leaving {t at the same
level financislly, and any increases realized during the operating year would
be "clawed back" by the treasury. While there are sowe variations in this
procedure--in Sweden and Great Britain‘private support would not necessarily
be subtracted from subsidy if it is for temporary, special projects over and
above the normal operations of the institution--the scenarioc is gemerally
repeated across the countries that provide heavy direct support. This
‘situation is often exacerbated in the case of arts institutions that arn
public agencies, whose earned revenues from admissions or sales are treated as.

income to the government and transferred directly to the public ireasury

without being credited to the institution. (Two of the museums in our survey
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of individual £nst£tntion§. discussed in Section V, reported this type of
arrangement,)

Proposals are just beginning to surface in an attempt to provide
incentives for searching for other sources of support, whether earned or

contributed, rather than diainccntives. The clawback procedure i{n Great

.Mtsritain continues, but the government has agreed to “zevete -agy genuine

surplus to the institution two years later. The Arts Council has announced
its intention to instituyte an intermediate level of support to “franchise

clients,” where funding will only be guaranteed for ¢ limited nusber of years
after which point the institution will be on its own with other sources of
income. The French government is considering requiring the major arts

institutions to find 20% of their total budget from other sources of income.

The Ketherlanés is experinen:ing with a program of 3 year budget

financing during which time the institution gets to keep any surplus it is
able\;o generate and use it for its own purposes, but it is also forced to
absorb any deficit it might run duringethe period. The institutions are
afraid that any success in‘finding new sources of revenue will result in
reduced subsidy at the end of the three year period. The central government
has given {ts verbal assurance that this will mot be the case, but so far
local governments have not been.willing to copmit thomselves either way.

In Germany the City of Cologne has instituted five year‘aubsidy for
institutions during which time the instituytions can keep any surplus and carry
it over to the following years. The institutions protested bitterly against
the plan, but it already seems to have been quite successful. For the three
theaters in Cologne, the percentage of total operating income that came from
earned income plus income contributed from sources other than goveramment
jumped from 35% to 85X in one year. The “Cologne Model"™ is now under

e

consideration throughout the country,
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A relsted probles iz that these major subsidies to institutions have
consumed an increasingly large portion of public budget allocatioms for
culture, and £t has become more and pore difficult to respond to new cultural
initiatives, particularly the so-called “free groups" that are curtently very
wuch in evidence in many Eurapean countries. Peter Nestler, the head of the
Cultural Affairs Division of the'c2:y of Cologne, has concluded:

Cuiturulwpaiicy in the sense of implepenting carefully
formulated measures and objectives has scarcely existed
and was largely confined to allocating the 5% or at most
the 10X of 'free resources.' Even in this marginal area,
spontaneity turned into habit and projects became fixed
preserves.(3) ' .

The Canada Council, under similar budgetary pressures, though not invelved in

the high level of subsidy of some of the European countries, has informally

~ begun to reallocate its resources with the hope that the Council will be gble

to increase {ts support for new initiatives. This will come ag &' cost to the
largest institutions. As a general rule of thumb, large institutions will
receive the same amount in current dollars from year to year, and mediup
institutions will be paintained at their level in curreat dollars. Hopefully,
this will allow the Council to increase its allocatioms to new, small
institutions,

Because of these budgetary p:essﬂfés there has been an increasing
interest in diversifying the sources of funding for the arts. This interest
is undoubtedly more ecomomic than artistic at the moment, aimed at the simple
goal of increasing the financial resources for the arts, but with this shift
in emphasis there is beginning to be a debate about the artistic desirability
of diversity of funding sources. There is a fear that having to spend too
much time on fundraising will detract from the artistic side of the arts

organization. But diversity of funding may mean that recipients will be able

to talk back to their domors, better resisting unreasomable pressures, and
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that innovative p:;patalx will be less likely to be foreclosed for lack of
goveénment subsidy. - In any evené, there aré indications that all tég European:
countries are quite envious, at the moment, of the Americap tradition gf
private support. And they are particularly in:;res;ed in the wmatching grant
podel that is being used more an§ pore frequently in the United States, though
to date only modest attespts havefbeen made to isplement matching‘grant typeé
of subsidy in Europe. They have;ﬁien rather successful at the provincial

level in Canada.

Even :hdhgh direct operating support is the primary mode of subsidy in
all these countrien;':hevother cauntriés in our study make wider use of other
types of subsidy than does‘the United States. Loans, loan guarantees,
conditionally repayable Ioaﬁs, guarantees against loss, advances against
receipts, éarafisckl‘tﬁxes created to provide enforced self-financing and
reinvestment in various sectors of the cultural industries, direct purchase of
artwork, issuing of treasury bonds to retire accumul&téd institutional
deficité, 8 variety of gua;antee& income schemes for artists, public lending
rtights, public exhibition rights, and the wide ipplementation of Z for Arts
legislation are asong tﬁé wide variety of alternative types of subsidy that
have been used creatively to support the arts. While many of chese
alternative forms of subsidy origi?ated with gaver?ments‘ desires to suppert
the profitmaking cultural industries without proviéing direct subsidy, they

are increasinglyubeing used to support more traditional clients because they

allow the funding agency to pultiply the effect of limited resources.:
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II1. FINANCIAL ESTIMATES OF PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS AND CULTURE

- How much money does government provide to the arts in eaaﬁ country? A
simple question that is surprisingly difficult to answer with any degree of

confidence.

Table 3 summarizes our agtempt to create a picture of public support from

&Qg various data sources. For each country the summary begins with a row
labeled "All Expenditures.”" These figures represent a view of what each

country includes in its arts and cultural fundipg. The second row separates

‘expenditures on "U.S. Equivalents" from total expenditure estimates. Because

-
~

it {8 developed according to a consistent base of copparison, it is this row -

of figures which comes closest to offering a truly comparative picture of
\, : ys

2l

levels of arts funding in these countries. {The process of identgfying v.s.
Equivalents {s summarized in :ha‘Appendgx A, which*inciudes_detsiied't;biék on
arts funding in each country with the.ﬁ.s.“Eéﬁzczéggksfcieaf}i;fg;atified.) |
Perhaps the most striking ihing sbouf TaSLQ:B‘ES é&Q% it reveals about the
spread; of arts funding across levels :?‘gc rnment, Hg-hg;e become sccustomed

to thinking about several of these countrfes, most notably France and Sweden,

as having highly centralized arts fundipg, but in these cases the national
share in direct government expenditure is only 29% and 54% respectively.

Expenditure is quite clearlyxshateé across all levels of government. Local

' government’'s share of direct support is particularly significant, varying from
PP

36% in Italy to 60% im France.

From these data one should not conclude, however, that the decixionmaking
power over direct support is similarly distridbuted. In countries other than
the United States a Jarge portion of regional and local revenue t&pic&liy

comes as a transfer from the central government, and the transfer may be made

with fairly specific requirements on the expenditure of the transferred funds.
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Direc:‘chernment_Expenéitnre Indirect
- " Nat'l Gov't Reg'l Gov't Lecal Gov't Total Direct Estimate of Tax Total Pubi
Country Year Expenditure Expenditure Expenditure Public Expenditure Expenditure Expenditur
Canada 1981-82 All Expenditures: 418 350 389 1,157 stall 1,157 ¢
{million Canadian §) (363) {30%) (34%)
U.S8. Equivalents: 200 350% 389% 839 small 939 +
. (21%) (37%2) (412)
B -
. Federal Republic of 1982 All Expenditures: 114 2,011 2,752 4,877 small 4.877 +
Germuany (million sarks) { 2%2) {41%) {56%) .
U.S. Equivalents: 101 1,579 2,411 4,091 small 4,091 +
7 ( 2%) {392) {59%)
France 1983 All Expenditures: 11,990 2,791 13,443 28,224 very small 28,224 +
(million francs) (&22) (10%) {48%)
U.S. Equivalents: 3,799 637 8,761 13,197 very small 13,197 +
‘ {292) {112} {60%)
+ Great Britain 1983-84 All Expenditures: 256 Support . 520 776 15 () 791
(million pounds) ‘ . (33%) for RAAs (67%)
included
U.8. Equivslents: 174 in other 182 356 15 () 391
(497%) gov't levels (51%)
traly - - 1983-84 All Expenditures: 1,461 200 500-600 (?) 2,161 very small T 2,161 +
. (billion lire) {68%) { 9%) (232) ‘
\ U.S. Equivalents: 746 142 S00-R00* 1,388 very small 1,388 +
(542) {10%) {36%)
Netherlands 1984 All Expenditures: 1,742 309 4,332 6,384 very small 6,384 +
~ {(millfon guilder) (272) { 5%) {68%)
U.S. Equivalents: 403 74 590 1,067 very small 1,067 +
(38%) { 7%) (55%)
Swedio 1983-84 All Expenditures: 2,746 431 3,180 6,367 0 6,367
«f{million kronor) {43%) (7% (50%)
* .
U.S. Equivalents: 1,195 185 841 2,231 0 2,231
(341 { 8% (38%)
United Statea 1983-84 A1l Expenditures: 266 136%% 300 702 2,356%%% 3,058
{miliien dollars) (38%) {19%) (43%)
Note .0 (7 Guess
* Not pessible to separate U.S. equivalents
*+ Includes only appropriatinns to State Arts Agencies.
donations.

PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS AND CULTURE -

FINANCIAL ESTIMATES

**% Includes arts and humanities for xndividngl and foundation

-
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Also striking is the importance of tax expenditures as a form of public
support for the arts in the United States. Indirect aid in the forp of
foregone taxes provides more than threé times the level of direct public
suppert. Even though there is little data available on tax expenditures in
the other couP:ries (tpe Canadian government is currently attempting to

measure cul tural tax expenditures), all the qualitative information we have

been able to collect suggests that tax expenditures are of only marginal
financial importance in the’ other countries. As we will see in the next
section (pp. 52-55), tgis difference seems to have less to do with the

. _. é?istgnce of tax incentives for ehsrit;bie contributions (the most important
tax expenditure for the arts) than with the historic evolution of the
relationship between the public and private sectors in each country. In any
event, iadirect aid for the arts is an important element of government policy
and funding vis-a-vis the arts and must be accounted for in any comparative
analysis. o

The frustratiog with a table like Table 3 is that it leaves us with the

problem of comparing support as measured in eight different currencies.
Table 4 translates the total expenditures on U.S. Equivalents into U.S.
dollars and expresses them as.per capita expenditures. But this table should
be used with extreme caution. At best it is only suggestive of the

differences in the level of public support across the eight countries, and the

reader should be careful to note the important methodological and theoretical

caveats that accompany the table. %

44

o7




Table 4: Sumsary able
Public Support for the Arts, All Government Levels
Per Capita Expenditure on U.S. Equivalents
(U.S. dollars, rounded)

Per Capita
L ‘ Expenditure on
Country Year U.S. Equivalents Notes
Canada 1981-82 $32.00 Estimate 1s high due to inability
: o : to separate U.S. Equivalents from
provincial and local data.
Federal
* Republic of 1682 .. $27.00
Germany”
France 1983 $§32.00
Great Britain 1983-84 $10.00 Includes $.40 tax expenditure.
Italy 1983/1984 $14.00 Based on a guess for local expenditure
Estimate is high due to inability
to separate U.S. Equivalents froom
local dats.
Netherlands 1984 ©$29.00
Sweden 1983-84 $35.00
United States 1983-84 $13.00 Including estimate of tax expenditure,
which is high because avsilable data .
are based on a broader definition of
arts and humanities.
$ 3.00 Direct government support only,

Sources: Total public expenditure om U.S. equivalents for each
country from Table 3.. Population data and exchange rates used in
the calculations are taken from International Financial Statistics,
(Washington, D.C.: International Monetary Fund, January 1985).

Notes on the interpretation of Table 4:

The interpretation of data at this level of aggregation is complicated by
the number of assumptions and compromises that are made in arriving at a final
figure:

- Public accounting practices differ from country to country, so it is
not clear that coverage is the same for all countries. In some
cases, for example, social costs for employees such as pensions and
health benefits are included, while in other cases they way not be.
In Italy, for example, the regional figures apparently do not include
any staff costs. Similarly, building rent and maintenance way not be
included when they come under another governmental department,
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- Generally, capital expenditures have been included though there is no
way of being certain that this is true in all cases.

- The use of exchange rates to translate all expenditures into a common
currency can hide more than it reveals. ;Recentiy, t§g dollar has
been unusually high with respect to all of these currencies, making
their expenditures appear artificially low. Ceteris paribus, French

N expenditures currently appear to be less than half of what they would

have been in 1979-80 as a result of changes in the exchange rate

alone. : :

- A calculation based ox U.S. Equivalents gssumes that they have been
adequately identified, but in several cases--municipal expenditures
in Italy and provincial and municipal expenditures in Canada--the
level of aggregation of the available data made this impossible.

In addition to these technical caveats there are a numder of factors that
result froms the unique situation of the arts:

= Neither national currency figures nor exchange rates can adequately
capture real differences between countries in the cost of providing
goods and services. It may be that it is sfmsply more expensive to
produce opera inm one country than in another. This is likely to be
particularly true in the labor intensive performing arts.

- It is undoubtedly true that each country has as an element in its
arts policy the support of at least one "national" orchestra, one
theater, one museum, one ballet, and one opera. At a minimum those
costs have to be distributed across the population. For a smaller
country, that distribution of costs would lead to a higher per capita
expenditure than in & larger country.

- In the final analysis, the differences between countries may reflect
differences in the relative importance of the public sector more than
differences in the relative importance placed on the arts and
culture. Per capita comparisons for other areas of government
support would likely show similar differences.

On the other hand, the per capita comparisons in Table 4 are an improvement on

previous comparative studies of arts support in four important respects: -

- As much as possible, the estimates have been developed through using
a common base of comparisom, "U.S. Equivalents."

~ The analysis has been expanded to incorporate indirect aid to the
arts, though, unfortunately, good estimates of tax expenditures are
not yet available for countries other than the U.S.

- All levels of government are included in the analysie.
- All primary arts funding sgencies have been included: e.g. OAL in
addition to the Arts Council of Great Britain, the Department of

Communications in addition to the Canada Council, and both ministries
in Italy.
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The analysis suggests that there are two groups of countries. Canada,
. the Federal Republic of Gernany,‘Frsnce, the Netherlanés,-aﬁd Sweden all have
xneariy identical, and relatively high levels of support. Italy, the United
States and Great Britain provide public support at & level that is a third to
half of the level of the other countries. The recoganition and inclusion of
igiirect aid clearly makes ; large difference for the United States; per
capita support accounting omnly for direct aid is $3.00, whereas per c&pita
support including indirect aid is $13.00. Though this number is not strictly
comparable to the per capita figures for the other countries because the
available Averican data on individual And foundation contributions include
support for a wide range of arts and humanities activities that g0 beyond the
scope of the "U.S. Equivalents" as defined in this report, it certainly
suggests the magnitude of the difference between,directAand indirect aid.

Because they are relatively small numbers, per capita figures have the
effect of obscuring just how large the gap is in total funding. For gxample,
the difference between the United States at $13.00 per capita and France at
$3é.00 per capits, translates into a gap of $4.5 billion if spread over the
U.S. population. |

For some purposes it may be'useful to consider a slightly different
analysis, ome which focuses on contributed income rather than Just on
government support. From this perspective you would add total private
contributions (not just the tax expemditure portion) to total government
support. Even though data are not available for most of the countries, it is
clear that this change in perspective would result in only slightly higher per
capits figures.‘ For the United States, on the other hand, per capita
contributed support frow both gouvernment (to the arts) and private sources (to

the arts and humanities) would total $23.00 per person.
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IV. ORGANIZATION AND FINANCIAL ESTIMATES OF PRIVATE SUPPORT

One of the most consistent themes in the interviews we comducted for this
study was the increasing emphasis being placed in all the countries on private
support, even in those countries with the longest tradition of heavy public
subsidy. Everywhere we went people were interested in the "American model" of
arts support, with its heavy reliance on and encouragement of'private sources
of funding. Not surpfisingly, in most cases this new emphasis has followed
close on the heel? of decreases in the revenues being devoted by the national
governments to the arts. In all the countries in this study public funding
for the srts has levelled off or has beem cut recently, particularly at the
national level. A second factor in the new emphasis on private support is the
growing view that it is beneficial to the arts to have diverse sources of
funding,'pronoting!financi&i security and allowing the artistic inmovation and
vitality that may be thwarted by over-reliance on a single funding source.

Table 5 p;avides a brief picture of the structure and amount of private
support in each country. As much as possible, we have tried to distinguish

between patronage and sponsorship as sources for private support for the arts.

Patronage implies an outright gift with the donor expecting little more than
minimal recognition and personal satisfaction in return. Sponsorship, on the
other hand, is a form of corporate support for the arts thrqygh which the
corporation hopes to publicize and improve its corporate £mjge through
affiliating itself with cultural activities. In practice the distinction
between the two becomes blurred, particularly since in most countries both
forms of support are entirely deductible, either as charitable contributionms
or as business expenses. But in two countries, Sweden and Great Britain, the

distinction is important because the tax implications are very different.
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Table 5: PRIVATE SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS

Patronage Sponscrship
Tax Incentives Orgsnfrations/Programs
for Private Cash Individual Corporate Founda‘fon Estimate of Corporate for Corporate
Country Contributions Contributions  Contributlons Contributions Tax Expendfture  Sponsorship Sponsorship/Patronsge  Other Tax Provisions
Canada Charitable Negligible €11l million Few foundations Statistics Growing, but Council for Business Property tax exemption.
Contribution Canadian Canada current undetermined and the Arts fn Canada
Deduction project to amount. Cultural Property Export and * |
CBAC estimate estimgte total Import Act =~ tax incentives for
~20% of net {983 members tax expenditures ’gifts/saies of works of nationmal
income only, but includes for culture. importance to national orgs.
high portion of
total. ‘ 100% Capital Cost Allowance
for Canadian films.
Federal Charitable Trad{tion of Small Some support, Small Small RKulturkreis im Property tax exemption
Republic of Contribution private art but most to Bundesverband der for institutions
Germany Deduction patronage for science and Varies across Deutschen Industrie
muSeums research country Proposal to exempt art
Individuals: —donations of from wealth tax.
~10% of fncome collections Growing Currently assessed at
for political ~finance of interest 40% of market value.
parties, congtruction
social affairs, VAT ~ low rates for books,
science and “Friends Of" cinema, entertainment -
culture organizations - zero rate for
~5% of {ncome are important concerts, theater,
for charity and events of public
Individual * Lultural organizations
S Corporations: donat {ons or bodies with same
-10% or 5% of primarily cultural ends
protit (as through
above) or estates
-4 per mille >
of turnover
France Charitable Very small Very small Very small Very small Developing Association pour le Acceptance of historic or
Contribution Developpement du artistic iftems in lfeu of
Deduction "Friends Of" Fondation de May be as much Mecenat Industriel capital transfer taxes
organizations France 5 a as 10 million et Commercial {can stay in private hands
Individuals: play a role government — francs with public access).
—-1% of taxable in purchase created founda-
income of objects tion that plays Primarily for Art works exempt from ¢
-5% for groups for collections limited role in classical wealth tax.
"{n the publice arts funding music and
{nterest” Private musem VAT - low rate for books,
donat ions exhibitions cinema, concert and
Corperations: through theater admissions
-1 per mi{lle of Fondation de - high rate for records
turnover France
-2 per mille e — 4
far groups Private support has tended to go to the national
isted by museums, particularly gift or purchase of objects
Ministry of for collections
Culture
~3 per mille Private funds may not be deducted for capital
Ministry of projects.
Finance list
b2 63
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Table 5: PRIVATE SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS (continued)

Eatronage Sponsorship
Tax Incentives Organiszations/Prograns
for Private Cash Individual Corporate Foundation Estimsate of Corporate for Corporate
Country Contridutfons Contributions Contributicns Contributfons Tax Expendirure Sponsorship Sponsorship/Patronage Other Tax Provisions
Great Deed of Covenant Very small Small Some 15 meilion Esti{mates vary Association for Exemption from capital
Britain {contract pounds (?) §-20 millfon Business Sponsorship transfer tax and capital
: between donor Primarily Guibenkian is pounds of the Arts gains tax for gifts to
and donee) through "Friends most fmportant Guess from charity.
Of" Organizatfon 750,000 pounds Policy Studies Steady growth Business Sponsorship
-unlimited amt. Institute Incentive Scheme Special rules governing
~must be at - Must be ‘wholly ~I mill{on pound Capital Taxation and the
least 4 years and exclusively matching program National Heritage (public
~~higher rate for business (1:3) for new access provisions).
relief up to purposes"” sponsorship
SC00 pounds administered by 50X mandatory exemption
~differences in Capital funding ABSA for OAL from local property tax
Scotland and does not ("rates') for charities,
Wales qualify add{tfonal 50% at
discretion of local
Most goes to authority.
classical
music in VAT - zero rate for books
London
Lt
< italy Charftable Swall Small Small Small More {mportant None Inheritance taxes may
Contribution than {n other be paid with gifts of
Deduction Eurepean countries works of art or buildings
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Recent Law:
-gifts to gov't
or nenprofits
for acquisition
and restoration
of goods of
artistic
interest
gifts for
organizing
exhibitions

1

Praft lLaw:

‘-gtfts to
performing arts
organizations

Corporations
-2% of {ncome
or
~5% of salaries

Growing quxﬁklyb

to state.

Draft law to exempt up to
70% of income from profits
on music, theater, and
cinema {f reinvested in
the same cultural field
within one year.

VAT - low rate for books
and admissions to
concerts, theater
and other
entertsinment



Tabie 5: PRIVATE SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS (continued)

F

Patronage »J Sponsorship .
-
Tax Incentives ) Organizations /Prograns
. for Private Cash Indivedual Corporate Foundatfon Estimste of Corporate for Corporate
Country Contributicens C?&t!ihﬁﬁiﬂﬂﬁ Contridbutions Ceontributions Tax ExpendSture Sponsorship sEmag.hipfp‘:rcn‘& Other Tax Provisions
Yitherlands Charitabie“__———*fgery small Very small Very smajii Very small Small amount Stichting: Sponsors Insritutions not exempt
Contribution voor Kunst {Sponsors from leocsl property tax
Deduction "Friends Of" Just beginning for the Arts) unleas they are gov't.
Organizat{ons buildings.
Individuals: L s
Min: higher of ¥ Works of art exempt from
Tf1 200 or 1X Contributlons generally for special prciects. wealth tax.
of gross Recent emphasis on raising private funds for
income construction and renovation of facilities. Special rules offering
Max: 10% of partisl or full exemptions
gross income from gift taxes and estate
taxes Jor gifts to Ruseums
Corporations: and "institutions in public
Min: f1 500 interest.”
Max: 6% of
taxable profit VAT - low rate for books
Sweden None very small Nonexistent Both private and Zero on private Very small Under consideration Art institutions exempt
corperate contributions from local property tax.
Some through foundations but Crowing interest Also a proposal for a
"Friends Gf" support limited. Other very small with recent Nordic foundation to Works of art exempt from
w Organizatiens Most visible for change in gov't  serve as a conduit for wealth tax.
— museuns . attention to cofperate support
Some through private support VAT - zero rate for
estates — v -~ admissions to
Nationsl Council proposal for "Culture performing arts,
and Working Life' program {n workplaces museuns, and
to bte financed by & small levy on cinema,
corporate salaries.
United tharitable $3,650 million  $263 millio. $452 milldion $1,750 million Subsgantial Business Committee for Income tar deduction plus
States Contribution {(19813) (1882) (1982/83) (individual) the Arts capital gains tax exemption
Deduction Most impertant + 126 m:illfion No estimates for gifts of appreciated
source of Business Giving USA (corporate) Arts and Business property.
Individuals: contributed Committee for estimate plus + 180 millifon Council
=507 of {ncome. the Arts BCA calimate {foundation) Exemption from unified
adiusted estimate nat of of corporate + 300 million 22 Clubs transfer tax.
gross Est imate corporate foundations. {property tax) (local erganizatiops
income includes wide foundations and $2,356 millfon or cerporations Charitable contribution
-30% for pifes range of arts, limited to Estimate that give 2% of deductions in some states.
of certafn culture, and donatfiocns to {ncludes arts, (estimates) taxgble {ncone te R
property humanities. the arts. culture, and the arts) In general arts instituticns
-20% to private humanit ies, are exempt from local
rharfties Est imate from Corporate matching property taxes. though not
Not for Profit prograss to match universal.
Corpovations: Group, Chemical exployee donations
-10% of taxable Bank to the arts. Nonprof £t institutions exempt
income frow state sales taxes.
* 3
o bo
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It is widely believed that an important, if not the most important,
factor in encouraging private support is the “friendliness" of the tax code,
While tax incentives may be cf£t£§:1 to encouraging contributions within a
particular country, ic £{s clear from Tabké 5 ;hstftax incentives are unt
sufficient, With the exception of Sweden, all of the countries pravide tax
incentives for charitable comtributfons. The real difference in levels of
private support seems to lie more in historic patterns o. patronage aund the
podern importance of the public sector im support of artiatic activities than
it does in diffefence: between tax laws. One should be careful, however, in
assessing the implications of this conclusion. While it may be true that the
introduction of tax iucentives for ;hafitable contributions in a particular
couniry will not necessarily result in a dramatic growth in private support in
that country, it is not neceéaariiy true that the Jevel of private donations
will be insensitive to changes in the structure of a pre-existing tax
incentive. ‘ .

Tax incentives for charitable contributions are of two types: the
charitable contribution deduction (widely implemented) and the éee& of
covenant (in Great Britain and also in Ireland and Denmark). With a
charitable contribution de&uctian, donors may deduct their charitable
contributions from their income before calculating their income tax. This
reduces the gffective price of making the contribution, thus providiug a
financial incentive for charitable comtributions, and creates a so-called "tax
EXpendit;F;“ in the amount of the taxes foregone by the government in choosing
to previdé incentives for charitable contributions. The incentive depends
entirely on the donor's tax rate, Because mwost countries using deductions
generally have limits on deductibility that are less generous than the

American limits, it is sometimes clai{med that this is the difference that

explains the low level of private support in certain countries, But the
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evidence sujgeats that these limics are not a binding constraint; donors give
wuch less than the lisits would allow.

In several countries the laws governiag charitable deductions have
specific provisions for the art d culture. In France the word “culture"
has been recently added by law to the list of e}igible donees, and the limit
on corporate donations was expanded for certainm cultural organizations to be
determined by the Ministry of Culture. In West Germany culture is one of the
sectors that cam benefit from higher limits on deductibility,' In Italy,
culture is one of the few areas in which deductible contributions are allowed,
subject to certain rules. On the museus s;dé, gifts to the govermment or to
nonprofit institutions for acquisition and restoration of goods of artistic
interest or for the organization of exhibitions are deductible, though the -
regulati;ns governing deductibility have not yet been piomulgated. A draft
law for the performing arts currently making its way through Parliament
includes deductibility for gifts to performing arts organizations.

The deed of covenant is & multi-year contract between a domor and the
reciplent institutfion. In its dbasic form a domor agrees to make an annual
contribution to the institution out of after-tax income, and the institution
can then reclaip from the government the tax the donor had paid on that money
*arlfer. In Great Britain the comtract must be for a minimum of four years,

and there are a variety of other comstraints and administrative arrangements -

that add to the complexity of the system, but basically it is a mechanism that

‘provides a finmancial incentive for charitable contributions that is similar to

the incegtiVe provided by a charitable deduction.(9)
Because private support has received little attention until recently and
because in wost couniries the amount of private support remains small, little

attempt has been pade to study or quantify it. Therefore, there is very
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little data on which to base estimates of private support, so we have relied
heavily on personal interviews i§ provide a qualitative picture of the levels
‘of support.

Yet, the overall picture is quite clear. With the exception of the
United States, where private support is an extremely important source of
funding for the arts, and Canada and Great Britsin, where some elements of
private support are important, private support from indiviéuals,:corporatiens,
or foundations is very small. This conclusion is reinforced by the results of
our study of individual arts institutions in each country, summ&rized in the
next section of this report. |

An exception to the generally Iawfievel of private support is the growth
of "Friends Of" organizations. Many European museums and a smaller, though
increasing, proportion of performing arts organizatioums havg independent
“"Friends Of" organizations affiiiate& with them, providing a variety of
services and income. As separate nonprofit entities, "Friends Of"
organizations are often pore attractive donees for charitable contributions
than the institutioms theméeives, which are correctly pe:ceiveé by doners as
already receiving high public subsidy. These organizations also may offer a
way for arts institutions to i{solate their private funding frow direct
scrutiny when approaching the government for annual grants,

For museums, these organizations play an ipportant role in the purchase

of objects for the collection as well as inm providing volunteer services. 1In

the performing arts they focus on fund raising for very specific projects. In

the Netherlands the role of "Friends Of" organizations has been expanded to
inciude operatien of nmuseum shops and concessions. This arrangement allows a
public museum to recapture revenues it otherwise would have lost, because paid
admissions and revenues for any activities run directly by the museum are

treated as public revenue and transferred directly to the government treasury,

34

70




- without being considered as an increment to the nuseunm's revenue. As a

separate nonprofit entity the “Friends Of" organization can keep the monmey it
raises and use it for its own purposes including purchase cof artworks and
support of special projects on behakf of the museum.

Up to this point we have considered individual, corporate and foundatiom
contributions as private suppcrthfar the arts, but to the extemt that they are
assisted through foregone taxes it is useful to think of these contributions
as including an element of indirect public aid to the arts. Because of the
lack of data on private contributions it is impossible to calculate these "tax
expenditures” for amy country other than the United States, and even in that
case the number i{s a rough estimate.(10) Nevertheless, the pattern is clear.
In the United States tax expenditures are a significant source of indirect aid
to the arts, whereas in the other countries their impact is minimal.

No source of private support for the arts has occasioned as much recent
interest and debate as corporate sponsorship. As all the European countries
have turned to sources of private funding for the arts, they have turnmed first
to corporate sécnsors@ip, feeling that this is the place to begin because it
is here that the art institution has something tangible to offer in return:
the chance for the corporate sponsor to receive the benefits of favorable
publicity,

In all of the countries in this study public opinion toward corporate
sponsorship is becoming more favorable, though still ‘mixed with a high level
of caution., Arts institutions, themselves, have traditionally been wary of
the artistic consequences of corporate support, fearing pressures that would
wove them toward commercialization of their activities. But in Europe,
governments have also been hesitant, often for reasons that are peripheral to

artistic questions. 1In Amsterdam the Heineken brewery bought a concert of the
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Concertgebouw and invited its enﬁloyees and clients. Because Heineken paid
the normal ticket price the government objected, pointinmg out that the pormal
ticket prices were highly subsidized by the state and that the public subsidy
shouldn't be used to assist a private interest in this way. In a similar
vein, the Arts Council 95 Great Britain objected when its client organizations
provided larger notices recognizing corporate support in their programs and
posters than they provided for the Arts Council, whose fimancial participation
was puch larger thana that of the corporate sponsor. The Arts Council now has
an explicit agreement with its clients on this point.,

Volvo offered to provide 5 years‘of support to the Goteborg Symphony to
enable it to add 20 additiomal string players to its personne;. The
government was unhappy with this arrangement, wondering whether at the end of
the 5 years it would be expected to pick up the additiomal bquen,h__ﬁore
generally, the Swedish Nationai_ﬁqggcilerr Cultural Affairs is struck by the
paradox of a&ccuragingqgreater corporate funding when one of the important
goals of their national cultural policy is to "combat the negative effects of
coppmercialism in the cultural sector."

While a change in public attitude is certainly a necessary precondition
for increasing private support for the arts, the question that these countries
are currently grappling with is, "Is it sufficient?” The rhetoric has clearly
changed throughout Europe, and Ministries of Culture are beginning to ask
their clients if they have approached private sources of funding before coming
to the government. For the most part, tax incentives are available, though
there is often a lack of clarity around the eligibility of cultural activities
that translates into narrow enforcement by tax inspectors.

The only country that has moved beyond rhetoric to provide more concrete
incentives for corporate sponsorship is Great Britain with its very recent

Business Sponsorship Incentive Scheme. Through the Office of Arts and
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‘Libraries the government has given 1 million pounds to the Association for
Business Sponsorship of the Arts, a private organization along the lines of
the American Business Committee for the Arts, to be used as matching grants to
provide incentiveg for new corporate sponsorship for the arts. Anm arts
institution that succeeds irn finding new corporate sponsorship for the arts--
new boﬁh for the institution and for the corporation--can apply to ABSA and
receive one additional pound for every three pounds it receives in new
sponsorship. Modelled on the use of matching grants in the United States,
this program adds the :wist-thgt it is the corpq;atian that actually décides
who will receive the bemefits of the matching grant, not the government,
Apparently, the goverament feels that the normal deductibility of spomsorship
as a business expense is an insufficgent incentive and :hatbadditional poney
provided to the art institution of the corporation's choice §111 help to get
the corporate sponsorship ball rolling.

There is increasing interest inm corporate sponsorship from the corporate
side as well. Many corpo;ations are interested in moving beyond their long
standing support of sports and recreational sctivities.. And there is some
evidence that in the United States and Canada corporations may be switching
from patronage to spomsorship. Im five of the countries private organizatioms
have been created t§ encourage corporate support. Thé creation of a similar
organization is under discussion’in Sweden. (The mos; gecent such
organization, "Stichting: Sponsors voor Kunst" in the Netherlands, was
assisted by a startup grant from the Ministry of Culture, anmother indicstion
of growing government interest in private support.) In the Federal Republic
of Gerxwany, nc such criganmization yst exists, though the "Kulturkscis" seives
as an intermediary for its individual and corporate members, who pool their

donations and distribute them to a variety of cultural activities.
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The last column QE Table 5 summarizes three types of other tax provisions
that affect the arts: tax rules that affect tie ownership and transfer of art
objects, tax rules that affect nonprofit arts institutions, and tax rules that
provide incentives on behalf of the profitmaking cultural industries.(11l)
Though this list is undoubtedly incomplete, it suggests that beyond tax
incentives for charitable contributions, the United States has actually used
tax laws less than the other countries as a vehicle for implewmenting cultural

policies targeted at specific segments of the cultural sector.
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V. SUPPORT FRO!! THE PERSPECTIVE OF THE ART INSTITUTION
Report on a Study of 32 Arts Institutions

As part of this study the National Endowment for the Arts requested that
we study a éamﬁle of arts institutions in each country in order to provide a
“bottom-up" perspective that could be compared to the "top-down" perspective
inherent in comparing aggregate data on support patterns at the national
level, 1In this way'we were able to further substantiate our findings and
observe the inpiication§ of the various sources of funding at the level of
individual arts organizations. This study was designed by David Cwi and
conducted by the Department of Arts Policy and Management at the City
University of London under the direction of David Cwi and Michael Quine, agd
their results are available in a companion report entitled, "Public and
Private Arts Support in North America ané Europe: Inéome Data for 32 Cultural
Institutions.”

The mandate they were given was to design and carry out a micro-level
study of arts institutions that would enhance the ceéparahiiity of the overall
project. They developed, in cooperation with the Endowment, three criteria by
which individual fustitutions were selected for the study:

- The institution had to be fully professional.

- It had to be of national significance. (In general we tried to
avoid institutions of the highest rank--flagship institutions with
international reputations in the culture capital of the country--
because we believed that their patterns of income would be
atypical.)

- Institutions which were government agencies were not selected unless
such institutions were typical of that discipline in the country.

In each country one ballet company, one theater, ome orchestra, and one

museuw were selected, They are listed in Table 6.
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Table 6: List of Arts Institutions Included in Study

Country Nape Discipline
Canada Grands Ballets Canadiens Rallet
Manfitoba Theatre Centre Theater
Hamilton Philbarmonic Orchestra
Vancouver Art Gallery Museum
Federal Republic Hamburg Staatsoper Ballet/Opera
of Germany Schauspielhaus Bochum Theater
Munich Philharmonic Orchestra
Bavarian State Art Collection Museum
France Ballet National de Marseille Ballet
Comedie de Rennes Theater
Orchestre National de Lille Orchestra
Musee d'Art Moderne Museum
Italy La Fenice Ballet/Opera
Teatro Stabile di Roma Theater
Orchestra Regionale Emilia Romagna Orchestra
Civiche Raccolte Milanesi Museun
Great Britain London Festival Ballet Ballet
Crucible Theatre Theater
Halle Orchestra Orchestra
Tate Gallery Museum
Netherlands Nederlands Dans Theater Ballet
Haagse Comedie Theater
Concertgebouw Orchestra
Stedilijk Museum Museum
Sweden Cullberg Ballet Ballet
Malmo Stadsteater Theater
Stockhols Philharwonic Orchestra
Moderna Museet Museup
United States Arerican Ballet Theatre Ballet
Guthrie Theatre Theater
Cleveland Orchestra Orchestra
Art Institute of Chicago Mus2um

Notes: In two cases, the Hamburg Staatsoper and La Fenice, it was impossible
to separate the income of the ballet company from the larger artistic

organization of which it is a part.

Operas are typically more highly.

subsidized than ballet companies and the income figures should reflect

this difference.

The figures for the Bavarian State Art Collection and

Civiche Raccolte reflect administrative groupings of several museums.

Wheén graphing the data we refer to the institutions by country rather
than by their individual names so that the analysis can be concentrated
on what the individual institution's income reveals about the national
pattern of support. Use this list for reference.
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The research team collected data on operating income for the selected
institutions in each of the eight countries, along with descriptions of the
organizational structure of each institution, so that we could assess the
degree to which the institution was "typical" of its discipline in its
country, and a brief statement of what the institution felt were the important
factors influencing corporate support of the arts in its country.

Each institution was asked to categorize its operating £nccme»acceréing
to 8ix categories:

- National Government

- Local Government

- Other Levels of Government - Typically intermediate levels such as

county, provincial or regiomal

- Individual, Foundations and Business - Private donations

-~ Admission Fees

= All Other Income - Including income from ancillary services, fees for

service, royalty income, rental income, and interest

For analytical purposes in this report we have combined these categories into
three groups: government support (combining the first three catego:ies),
private support (the fourth category), and earned income (the last two
categories). Comhfning the three government levels permits us to focus on the
overall level of public subsidy for each institution and view it in the light
of our fiudings in the earligf sections of this report. While there are
substantial variations among the institutions as to the source of their
goveramental support--some are essentially local, some are regional, others
are national--these variations are often dive to administrative arrangements
whereby various levels of government have agreed to divide up the
responsibility for subsidy. Combining admission fees and all other income
and calling it "earned income" may be less Justifiable, but for the
institutions in this particular sample nearly all of "other" income appears to

be earned. The analysis that follows uses this tripartite division to

characterize institutional income.
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A single ipstitution drawn fiom an artistic discipline cannot be thought
of as typical of that discipline or of its country's support patterns, and it
would be all to easy to over-extrapolate from the study data. But the
evidgnee gathered from a variety of studies of artistic sectors, summarized in
A?éendix B, suggests that the institutions we selected fall within the typical
range of expeﬁience in each country. While it is difficult to draw firm
conclusions characterizing national support patterns from such a small sample,
the picture that emerges from the data does suggest strong patterns that can
only be the result of (1) national differences ian level of subsidy and (2)
disciplinary differences in level of subsidy. Figures 1, 2, 2, and 4 present
graphical summaries of the income distribution of the survey institutions by
discipline. The analysis focusses on the relative (percentage) distribution
of income. For each discipline the institutions have been ordered from left
to right by increasing relative importance of government subsidy. Each figure
presents the data with two complementary graphs. The upper presentation
emphasizes earned incowe and private donations. The lower presentation
emphasizes government subsidy as a source of suppoert.

Taken as a whole the four sets of graphs reveal important differences
between the countries. For the first three groups~-ballet companies, theaters
and orchestras--the iﬁstitutious with the lowest level of government subsidy
are the American institutiom, the Canadian institution ané "he British
institution. For museums the institution with the lowest level of government
subsidy i{s the Art Imnstitute of Chicago, the American institution, and the
Canadian institutiom is third. These differences are striking. The United
States is by itself in terms of the institutions' abilities to raise funds
through private sources. (anada and Great Britain seem to be next with fairly
similar patterns of support. And the remaining five countries evidence high

levels of government subsidy to their institutions.
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Figure 1; Cperating Income of Ballet Companies by Source
One Selected Institution per Country
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Figure 2: Operating Income of Theaters by Source
One- Selected Institution per Country
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Figure 3; Operating Income of Orchestras by Source
One Selected Institution per Country
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The order asong these five countries changes by disci{piine, but the
differences within this group of countries tor each discipline do not tend to
be as great as the differences between sroups of countrles.

It {s werth notiang that these results appear to comtradict the results of
the per capita expenditure calculations tégof:ed in Table a, particulariy for
Canada and ltaly. In that ans@ysis snads had a relstively high per capita
public expenditure on tﬁe arts, on the order of that of France, Sweden, the
Féde:al Zepublic of Germany and the Netheriamnds. But frre the perspective of
fadividual institutlions, Canadlan governsent supporl appesrs relatively low £¥
comparison to other countries. It i# imgosaible to trace this seeving paradox
wi hSout gquite &8 bit of rore detaéied 6&:5,‘but it is possidle that this
ditfference coxes from public subsidy befng spread over 2 larger nusber of
institutions per capita {(As one n}gh: expect in a8 larger country where pore
institutions oight be deveilcped to serve a pore dispersed population) or from
being sliovated gore heavily to nom-institutional gramtees. The sfitustion in
Ptaly, with o reistively low level of subsidy per capita but with & high
pescentagre of subaldy for the ¥astitutions in the seople, cight be paradoxical
in the veverse direciion,

@i she 37 imstitut‘unse, only seven recelve 0% or wore cf their o, rating
fros gprivale donatficus: the four American (nstiturionms (473, 22X, 19T
and 193, two Lanadian (natitutions <the Hamllton Philharmonic &t 16% anud ihe

¥upltoba Theatre Uenire at (0%), and the Ltate iékzec:ian nf é&vsris Vidn ..
s1s ol the {oetituticus ecarn pore than 307 of thelsr operating income f;am
sdminston tees and cther earned incase: the four Aperican institutions (o5,
e UL, and *Gi}, the Maniiodba Thealre {Lentre _H4%,, aad Lhe ﬁgiie Orchestya
o oLtest hBeitadan (34%3:. Ar the other «nd of the spectyum, teur fnstitutions
civaiily tecelve Sy Lhan ol ol their imvome L govermeent subsidy: twe

ilaidan institlutions {nfviche Raccolte: 1LUS @nd (a4 Femice: %L}, the Copedie
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de Rennes in France(92%), and Sweden's Cullberg Bdllet (91%). There are also
two puseums whose statesents show very high levels of government subsidy: the
Musee d'Axt Moderme of the city of Paris (1002} and the Stedilijk Museum {n
Ansterdam (99%). Both are city agencies and bothAcharge adwissions fees, but
those feecs go directly te the city treasury as municipal revenues and have no
explicit relationship to the level of municipal sébsidy. In the case of the
Stedilijk, we have a figure for admission fees, 2.1 willion guilder. 1If this
apount were deducted from the municipal subsidy, it would reduce government
subsidy to 85% of totsl operating income.

Looking at each discipline separately suggeéts interesting possible
patterns in each case. Figure ] supmarizes the data for the eight bailet (or
ballet/opera) companies, Omnly for the American Ballet Theatre does total
private support, earned pius domations, provide more thanm half of the
institution's operating income. For four of the ballets this percentage is
approximsately 40%. For two, the Swedirh snd the Italian, private support is
less thaan [0% of total operating income. Private donations show up for six of
{he efight ballets but only for the first three do they account for mere than
1% of income. In all likelihood the private donations that have been
identifled hezxe for the Netherlands, west Germany and Italy are ome time
gifts. In another year, or with a different set of institutioms, the pattern
among the five ccuntries could have been different as other one time donations
wouil be uncovered.

Figure 2 sumwarizes the income distribution for the eight theater
companies. The American, Canadian, and British representatives are the only
three of the theater companies to show any private donatiomns. Five cof the

theater companies receive wore than three-quarts 's of their operating income

frem government subsidy.
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The distribution of operating income of the eight orchestras is
sumparized in Figure 3. The Cleveladd Orchestra obtains 96% of its income
frop earned income and private donations. The Hamilton Philharmonic and the
Hiaile Orchestra both receive more than half of their income from these
sources.

O0f the institutions covered in this study, the puseuds are the most
highly subsidized by government. F{gure 4 shows that seven of the;eight
selected museums receive approximately 70% or more of their operating income
in the forw of government subsidy. The Art Institute of Chicago is the clear
outlier, receiving only 13% of its income in government grants. Five of the
eight museums show support from private donations, a fsct that is indicative
of the relative attractiveness of puseum exhibitions for private domors., (In
the case of the Moderna Museet in Stockholm the single private donation was a
gift of $20,000 in American currency from American Express in support of the
Matisse exhibit. Anyonme showing their American Express card at the door was
admitted free of charge.) Furthermore, the degree of private support for
museums is likely to be understated in our data because of the importance of
“Friends Of" organizations operating in parallel with museums and purchasing
objects for the collection or providing other financial aid that might not
show up in the museum's accounts.

In summary, the income data for these 32 institutioms prove very useful
in highlighting trends in public and private support for the arts in the eight
countries. The study amply illustrates the difficulty in collecting
comparable data in order to do a more complete amalysis of income flows for
atis institutions for a number of discipiines in a va;iety of countries,
Differences fun accounting procedures and administrative arrangements must be

carefully accounted for in any truly comparative amalysis.
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APPENDIX A: Detailed Financial Data on Each Country Showing Separation of U.S.
EQuivalents ‘

The Tables in the following pages summarize the data collected by country
and by level of government, iisting 211 the data sources we used. We begin
with the data on the United States as a point of reference. The other
countries are then presented in alphabetical order.

In each table we have been careful to clearly identify those expenditures
that we treated as U.S. Equivalents in the analysis. It will quickly become
ocbvious that in many cases a lot of subjectivity was ultimately involved in
deciding which expenditures or budget items represented a U.S. Equivalent and
which ones did not. Gemerally, the task of separation became more difficult
the higher the level of aggregation of the raw data we were working with.

Most often we were forced to make the separation along organizational lines
rather than along functional lines. In several cases, it was impossible to
make even the most rudimentary separation of expenditures because the estimate
provided to us came from a data cellection procedure t¢hat would not allow us .
to go back one step to identify the component parts of that estimate.

In any event, we have made every effort to present our assumptions and
our calculations as clearly as possible so that any reader who finds herself
or himself in serious disagreement with what we have done will be able to
recalculate the results under a different set of assupptions with & minimum of
difficulty.

While we canmot be sure that we have picked up all of the expenditures 9
that each country might have chosen to include in its own list of expenditures
on the arts and culture~-indeed, the perceived boundaries of "arts and
culture" vary widely within a country as differeut agencies and different
levels of government adopt different definitions and categories in collecting
the data we present here, we are confident that our data collection has
unearthed a very high percentage of the total U.S. Equivalents for each
country. As a result, when we compare expenditures on U.S. Equivalents in the
body of the report, we are comparing comparable quantities, something that
most previous comparative studies of arts support have failed to do.

The last three tables in this Appendix summarize the ennual expenditures
of the National Endowment for the Arts and the two arts councils that are most
similar to NEA, the Canada Council and the Arts Council of Great Britain.
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Table A.l: United States

Government Expenditures on the Arts

infillfon dollars)

Federal Government Aseﬂcyb

bl e e N L L e s I T T T YYTYS

National Endowment for the Arts

Instituteiof Museum Services

»

Smithsonian Institution ‘
(History and Art program plus prorated
share of administration and other)

National Gallery of Art.
Commnission of Fime Arts

Department of the Interior
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts

Support for D.C. Area Institutions*
National Sympheny
Washington Opera
Folger Library (Theater)
Corcoran Gallery
Ford's Theater
Wolf Trap

TOTAL

State Government

DR e o e R e D e SN A M S A D N s M n e GF G e G m W R G e ms A

State Arts Agencies Appropriations

Local Government (1982)

e e R fe AR e e e o G O G R VD G G A G WD Mn e D AR A e W e o

Local Government Arts Expeanditures

Fiscal 1984
Appropriation Percent

X X R W R ) - e .-

162.00 61%
20.15 8
41.40 16
34.64 13

« 34 0
4.54 2
- 50 0
.50 0
.35 0
.35 )
.23 0
.65 Y

265.62 100%

136.46%*

300.00

Notes: * Federal appropriations for addi
added in fiscal '85.

*#*This figure includes no estimat

tional D.C. area institutions were

f

e of line item budgets for the arts.

Sources: Budget of the United States Government, FY 1985,

National Assembly of State Arts
1684.

Estimate of local expenditures

Agencies, “Annual Survey Update,” May

is based on an estimate of local

appropriations to local arts councils made by the Cultural Policy

Institute for 1982.
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Table A.2: Canada .  ma—_-
Public Expenditure on the Arts and Culture
(million Canadian dollars)

1981-82 Percent Expenditure on 1884-85
Expenditure Net of CBC U.S. Equivalents Budgets

Federal Dept. of Coomunicatioans

Arts & Culture Department 32.5 8% 32.5 34.9
Cultural Agenciles
Canada Council £2.4 15 62.4 80.4
Canadian Broadcasting ’
Corporation ~ 812.7 n/a 1,683.0
Canadian Radio-Television
and Telecompunications 21.7 5 27.6
Commission ‘
Canadian Filp Development
Corporation 8.3 2 ' 55.3
National Arts Centre 24.3 6 24.3 27.3
National Film Board 64.4 15 78.8
Naxional Library 29.0 7 38.6
National Museums
Corporation 67.2 16 67.2 83.8

Public Archives 40.4 10 _ 52.0

Other Federal Departments

Environment: Parks Canada- )
Historic Parks & Sites 53.9% 13 70.3

Secretary of State:
Multiculturalism : 14.1 3 14.1 25.4
Total Federal Expenditure 1,230.9 100% 200.5 1,857.4
16% of total

Total Net Federal Expenditure 418.2* 367 200.5
Total Provimcial Expenditure 350.4% 30 350.4%*
Total Local Expeunditure 388.7 34 388.7%%
Total Public Expenditure ;:;;;:;* -—zégé- --;;;:;

Notes: * These figures are net of C.B.C. and provincial broadcasting authority
expenditures, as they are treated as “communications” not “culture."

**Due to data collection procedures it is nct possible to separate U.S.
Equivalents from these figures.

‘Sources: The Canada Council, Selected Arts Research Statistics, 4th edition,

Sept., 1984, Tables 24 and 25 updated by Research & Evaluatizn Office.
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Table A.3: Federal Republic of Germany

Public Expenditures for Art and Cultural Activities, 1982
{wsllion marks)

Central Local
Sector Gov't Lander Gov't Total Percent
Theatre and Muzical ‘
Activities 16 872 1,693 2,681 55%
Museuwms, Ceollections,
Exhibitions & 341 484 829 17
Monuments and Historic o
Preservation 8 285 * 303 6
National Parks and .
Nature Conservation 5 110 * 115 2
Other (including Visual
Arts and Literature) 80 164 459 703 14
Adoinistration for
Cultural Affairs - 130 ii7 247 5
TOTAL 114 2,011 2,752 4,877
Percent 2% 41% S6z 1004

Notes: * These local expenditures are included in “other" category.
Expenditures on U.S. Equivalents are suomarized in Table A.4.

Source: Kultusmiunisterkonferenz, Dokumentatiocnsdienst Bildun; und Kultur,
Sonderheft Statistik und Vorausberechnung Nr. 30,
Offentliche Ausgalben fur Kunst und Kuiturpflege 1977 bis 1684
(January 1985).
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Table A.4: Federal Republic of vermany

Public Expenditures for Art and Cultural Activities, 1982

Expenditure on U.S. Equivalents

(million parks)

Central
Sector Gov't
Theatre and Musical
Activities 16
Museums, Collections,
Exhibitions 4
Monuments and Historic
Preservation
Natieonal Parks and
Nature Conservaticn
Other (including Visual
Arts and Literature) 80
Administration for
Cultu:ii Arfairs -
TOTAL 101
Perceat _ 2%

Notes:

Socurce:

* Prorated estimate

341

164

132*

Total

2,681

829

377

- an o -

4,091

Percent

vy L L

60%

20

847 of total

100%

Kultusministerkonferenz, Dokumentationsdienst Biidung und Kultur,
Sonderheft Statistik und Vorausberechnumg Nr. 30,

Offentifche Ausgaben fur Kumst und Kulturpflege 1977 bis 1984

(January 1985).

75

L 8

f)l

e W m om g op on

T L T ™



au. LR

Table A.5: France

Total Public Expenditure on the Arts, 1983
(milifon francs)
Expenditure on
Level of Government Expenditure U.S. Equivalents Percent

Rl I I N R N

Central Government
Ministry of Culture 6,990 3,799 29%
Other Ministries 5,000

Local Governgent

Regions 978 637 3%

Departments 1,813 852 6%

Municipalities* 13,443 7,909 60%**
TOTAL 28,224 - 13,197 100%

47 of total

Notes: * Projected from 1981 data.

**This figure sctually understates the degree of influence of local
governments, particularly municipalities, in the allocation of arts
funding because they determine the expenditure of an additional
921 willion francs distributed to local governments from the central
goverument, esrwarked for cultural prograps, and recorded here as
central government esxpenditure.

Sources: See Tables A.6, A.7, A.8, and A.9.
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Table A.6: France ’
Budget, Ministry of Culture, 1983
(million francs)

1983 Expenditure on

Category Budget Percent U.S. Equivalents
-h Literature and National Archives 137 2Z
Reading: Libtraries/Public Reading/
National Library 807 12
Beoks and Literature 60 1 60
Heritage: Archaeclogy 28 ¢
nventories 7 ¢
Historic Monuments 938 i3
Ethnology 10 G
Museums and National Museums 585 8 585
Visual Arts: Ciassified and Controllied
Museums G2 1 82
Museums - Scientific
Research 6 0 6
Visual Arts/Education* 202 3
Artistic Creation 151 2 i51
Preservation of Artisanry/ )
Restoration Education 107 b
Parforming Arts: Theater/Creation and
Distribution 616 S 616
Theater/Education* 13 0
NMusic/Production and
Musical Infitiatives 916 13 916
Music/Creation and
Research 4 0 4
Music/Education* 288 4
Filo and Audiovisual 250 4 250
Other Frograms: International Activities 21 0 21
Decentralization and
Cultural Intervention 775 - 11 G21**
Studies and Research 9 0 S
Fund for Cultural 4
Intervention 33 0 N 33
Georges~Pompidou Center 280 4 280
Administration: Adoinistrative Support 555 8 301%*
Pension Expenses and Other 98 1 53**
TOTAL 6,990 100% 3,799

54% of total
Notes: * National Schools and Conservatories
**Prorated estimate
Source: Service des Etudes et Recherches, Ministere de la Culture,

“Comparison par Domaine et Groupe de Programmes de Dotations
Budgetaires pour les Annees 1981, 1982, et (983."

17

J3.




Table A.7: France
Cultural Expenditures of the Regions
1983 Estimated
{(miliion francs)

»

1983 Expenditure on

Domain Expenditures Percent U.S. Equivalents
Historic Monuments 206 21%
Inventories 3 0
Archaeological Digs 3 G
Architecture (non-protected

buildings of artistic

interest) 21 2
Archives 3 0
Literature and Librazies : 45 5
Plastic Arts ’ it i i1
Theater ¢1 g S1
Music/Opera/Dance 123 13 123
Cinema 15 2 15
Photeography 1 0 i
Compunication 58 6
Museums 43 4 43
"Animation" 337 35 337
Administration S i o*
Qther 10 1 10

TCTAL 978 100% 637

65% of total

Notes: Estimates based on 1979 data, increased according
to overall change inm expenditures of the regions
between 1981 amd 1983.

* Prorated estimate
Source: Service des Etudes et Recherches, Ministere de la Culture,

"Depenses Culturelles des Etablissements Publics
Regionaux," Junme 1982 and unpublished data.
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Table A.8: France

Cultural Expenditures of the Departrents
1983 Estimated
(miilion francs)

1983 Expenditure on

Dowain ' Expenditures Percent U.S. Equivalents
Historic Monuments/

Objects/Protected Sites © 319 18%
Inventories g i
Archaeological Digs 42 2
Architecture (noa-protected

buildings of artistic .
* interest) 31 2 .
Archives 339 19
Literature and Libraries 49 3 )
Plastic Arts 23 B 25
Theater 67« 4 ’ 67
Musfc/OperasDance 238 i3 239
Other Entertaiunment 5 ' o 3
Cinema o i ! H
Photograghy ; ? 0 2
Radio/Television ° a8 A )
Press/Informaticn 2 0
Science/Teciiniques/ ;

Ethnology 49 3
Othev Nuseuss 45 2 N 4T
“"Animation" 397 22 - 397
Administration 105 6 49%
Other 11 1 11

~ TOTAL} ‘.> : 1,813 100% _ 852
f , 47% of total -&
. .

Notes: Estimates based on 1981 data, increased according

to overall change {n expenditures of the depsrtmen:s
be tween l?ﬁ; and 1983. .

* Prorated estimate.

Data include both current operating expenditures and .
capital investment. ‘ "

Socurce: Service deQ Etudes et Recherches, Ministere de Ia Cu}ture,
Parls, rraq:a.
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Table A.9: France )
Cultursl Expenditures io Cities with »10,000 Inhabitants, 1981

s (mfllfon framcs)
1981 . Expenditure om
Domain Expenditures Percent U:S, Equivalents®
( Historic Monuments 350 S% 8
! Archaeology 3%
‘ Architecture {non-protected 1
. buildings of artistic
interest) 150 p3
Archives 13 0 i
Literature/Li{braries 1,165 ta 8 .
Plastic Arts 707 9 362
Theater . 282 “ 275
Music/Opera/Dance 1,845 23 B33
Other Entertainpents 403 5 @03 , .
Cinema , S3 1 53
Photography Q 0 5
Radio/Television 5 0
Press/Infermation 194 2
SciencefTechniques/
"Ethnology 122 Z
Other Museums 287 4 Y
"Animation" : A 2,300 25 2,300
Administration 20 Q U
Othex : 37 0 4
) TOTAL 8,002 100% o, ind

9% of total

Notes: * Data for punicipal expenditures are avallahle disaggrregated by
anctian, so it is possible to identify U.y. evuivalents wore
precisely than with other data sources.

Data include soth current cperating expendftures and capital
investment.

Source: Societe d'E.udes pour le Developpesent tconomigue et Social, Les
Depenses Cult wviles des villes de Pius de 10,000 Haditamts en 198]
(Paris: Minis:.re de la Cultute, Direcylon du Developpesent Tulturel,
Service des Etudes et Recherches, Aprii 1984}, p. 1v0,
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Table A.10: Great Britain
Central Goverument Estima
(million pounds)

Recipient Imstitution
Cffice of Arts and
The Living Arts
Arts Council of Great Britain
British Film Instfitute
National Film & Television School
Crafts Council
South Bamk Theatre Board
Support for National Mugeums
British Museunm )
Inperial War Museum
National Gallery
National Maritime Museus
National Portrait Gallery
Science Museum
Tate Gallery
Victoria and Albert Museug
Wallace Collection
Support for Other Museums and Misce
Museum of London
Sir John Socane's Museum
Gov't Art Collection: Purchases
Museums and Galleries Commission
‘Area Museum Councils
Research Projects, etc.
Public Lendingy Right
British Library .
Royal Geographical Society
Royal Commission on Historical
Manuscripts
British Records Association
National Heritage Memorial Fund
Acceptances in Lieu of Taxes

raries

Cap} tal Expenditures: Current
Administration of OAL

Other Government Support: Wales
Other Government Support: Scotland

TOTAL
Hote: * Prorated estisate
**Projected from 1982-83 data.

Sources: Office of Arts and Libraries

ted Expenditures, 1983-84

Expenditure on
Expenditure Percent U.S. Equivalents

94.58 37% 94 .58
7.13 3 7.13
.85 ¢
1.70 i 1.70
.28 0 «29
12.41 5 12.41
4. 10 Y3
6.73 3 6.73
2 4.04
1.78 1 1.78
3 7.65
5.32 2 5.32
10.32 4 10.32
.78 0 .78
llaneous
1.23 0 1.23
.17 ¢ «17
o1l 0 .11
«39 0 .39
2.07 1 2.07
25 4] 25
2.00 1
44.84 18
.05 0
o 37 0
.0l 0
.00 0 . 00
1.00 0 1.00
22.40 S 10.01*
1.0 0 . 70%
9.,60%* 4 7.10%*
12.90%* 5 10.00**
256.07 100 174.07

687 of total

Muriel Nissel, Facts About the Arts (London: Policy Studies

Institute, September 1983),

P 7.
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Table A.11l: Great Britsin )
v _ Local Expenditures on Arts and Culture, 1983-84

(million pounds)
Expendi ture on

Type of Expenditure Amount  Percent U.S§. Equivalents

e Gt G G dn G R G W A - oo - o oe am oxm L X ¥ TR T X TN

England ayd Wales
.

Cultural Facilities
Arts Centers, Halls Used

Mainly for Arts Purposes 33.27 6% 33.27
Theaters, Perferm&&ses,
Entertainpent 33.34 6 33.34
Att Galleries and Museums 53.58 10 53.58
Cultural Gramts and Céntributicns 26.75 5 26,75
Other Recreatiom, Leisure aund ‘
Cultural Facilities 4.,97¢ 1 4,97*
Central Department Administratiom 15,12* 3 15.12¢%

Scotland Local Authority Expenditure
Museums and Galleries 7.15%% 1 7.15
Other Cultural Facilities 8§.,25% 2 8.25

Expendititures for Local Libraries 338.00 65

TOTAL ‘ 520.42 100% 182,42

35% of total

Notes: * Culture portion estimated by applying ratio of allocatable
expenditures (culture/total) to aggregate category. :

*t*Estimated by taking actual expenditures in 1931/82 amd projecting
them to 1983/84 using overall growth rate im nunicipal leisure,
recreation, and culture expenditures in England amd Wales.

Figures include Greater Lomdon Council and Metropolit~n County
Councils.

Ct Sources: Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy, Leflsure and
Recreation Statistics 1983-1984 Estimates.

Muriel Nissel, Facts About the Arts (London: Policy Studies
Institute, September 1983) p. 9.

Estimate of Local Library Expenditures from Office of Arts and
Libraries.
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Table A.12: Italy ' 4"
Central Government Expenditure ou the Arts and Culture
(billion lire)

<

Direct Total Total Expenditure on

Ministry Exgéﬁgiture Grants 1981 1984 U.S. Equivalents
Cultural Heritage } 411 80 491 578 ' 2859*
Tourism and

Perforning Arts 4 215 219 452 452
Office of the President

of the Cabinet #*+ , 22 102 124 221
Public Vorks | 6 15 21 15 | S#%

Foreign Affairs 58 23 81 171

Participation of State
in Public Film ‘
Enterprises 24

TOTAL . 501 435 936 1,461 746
80Z of total

Notes: * Assumes a maximum of 50% spent on U.S. Equivalerits, repainder on
libraries, archives, and historic mocnuments.

** Assumes a paxipum ofJSSX spent on U.S. Equivalents.

***Funding for the cultural industries.

Sources: Carla Bodo, "Financing the Arts and Culture im Italy,"” im John

Myerscough (ed.), Funding the Arts in Europe (London: The Policy
Studies Institute, October 1584).

Carla Bode, "La Planification du Secteur Culturel em Italie," paper

¢ presented at UNESCO "Seminar on Methodological Approaches to
Planning in the Cultural Sector," Marseilles and Paris, 9-20
December 1983, as updated by author.
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Tahle A.13: Italy

- Regional Expenditure on the Arts and Culture
(billion lire)

b

1981 1983 ###
1981 Expenditure o  Expenditure on
Activity ‘Expenditure Percent U.S. Equivalents U.S. Equivalents
Libraries and Archives 25.7* 14%
Museuns and Monuments 68.3* 372 _, S5L.2%* 55.3
Events and
Performing Arts 67.9 362 67.9 73.3
Cultural Centers 3.6 2z 3.6 3.9
Cultural Prepises 8.8 52 8.8 9.5
Press and _
Boek Publishing 4.3 22
Permanent Education 7.9 4%
TOTAL - 186.5 1002 - 131.5 - 142.0
712 of total

Notes: Figures do not include staff costs, so they are not directly
comparable with central government figures in Table A.13.

* Estimated separation for regions that do not separate
library/archive from puseum/monument expenditures.

** Assumes that museums represent at most 75% of this expenditure
category.

***Egtimated as percentage of estiﬁated 1983 total fégionel
expenditure on arts and culture = 200 billiom lire.

Sources: Carla Bodo, "Financing the Arts and Culture in Italy," in John
Myerscough (ed.), Funding the Arts in Europe (.ondon: The Policy
Studies Institute, October 1584)}. .

1983 estimate of regional expenditures from Carla Bodo, Imstituto
di Studi per la Prograsmazione Economica.

Table A.l4: Italy | )
Local Expenditure on the Arts and Culture

Lafortunately, there are no reliable data on local government
expenditures for the arts in Italy. Carla Bodo has guessed that
these expenditures might be on the order of Saaégébibillion lire,
and for lack of s more accurate number we have-us that guess
here. No attempt has been made to guess the level ‘of

U.S. Equivalents.

Source: Carla Bodo, "Financing the Arts and Culture in Italy," in John
Myerscough (ed.), Funding the Arts in Europe (London: The Policy
Studies Institute, October 1984), p. 91l.
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Table A.15: Netherlands ,
Public Expendftures on Culture and Recreation, 1984

(eillion guilder)

Natfonal Provincfal local Total
. Government (Government Government Expenditure

GCeneral Administration

Culture and Recreation 98.3 40.6 272.5 : 4ll.4
Libraries ( 315.3 25.2 238.4 . 582.9
Music and Cultural Education 17.1 21.7 2434 282.2
Avateur Art Education 8.2 4.4 35.1 46,7
Continuing Education : 82.6 8.6 48.4 139.6
Other Popular Education 57.8 5.3 7.2 70.3
Youth Work and Activities 40.7 - 33.6 425.2 499.5
Sports Facilities ? “3.0 3.2 1,121.7 1,127.9
Sports Organizations 30.6 8.9 77.1 116.6
Other Sport 11.9 2.2 14.0 28.1.
Museums 121.2 13.4 142.5 277.1
Cultural Facilities 1.5 - 114.2 115.7
Performing Arts 142.7 30.9 96.8 270.4
Creative Arts 44.5 “ 2.8 28.0 75.3
Historic Preservation 280.5 26.7 107.1 414.3
Other Art 36.0 7.1 68.4 111.5
Nature Protection and

Conservation p 217.5 24.5 &7 246.7
Public Parks and Open Spaces - 4.4 &82.0 B86.4
Qutdoor Recreaxrion Services 192.4 30.5 - 8.3 381.2
Community Centers .9 1.2 141.5 143.6
Qther Leisure Activities - 3.7 0.0 4.0 7.7 -

v

Radio, Television and Press 1.7 - o2 1.9
Mgltifunccienai Cultural

Buildings - - 90.9 90.9
Other Culture 34,4 i0.1 12.0 56.5

TOTAL 1,742.5 309.3 4,332.6 6,384.4
Note: Expenditures on U.S. Equivalents are sumparized in Table A.1l6.

Source: Centraal Buresu voor de Statistiek,
Sociaal-cultureel kwartaalbericht, 1984, no. 4, p. 75,
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Table A.16: Netherlands
Public Expendituzes on Culture and Recreation, 1984
Expenditure ou U.S. Equivalents

a (million guilder) Total
. Expenditure
National Provincial lLocal " omn U.S.

Government Government GCovernment Equivalents

L L X 2 X P ¥ 3 ¥ 3 LA LR X Y N il L L L L L L L

General Administration
Cuiture and Recreation 22.7* ‘ g, 7% 37.1* 69.5

Libraries

Music and Cultural Education
Aa teur Art Education
Continuing Education

Other Popular Education

Youth Work and Activities
Sports Facilities

Sports Organizations
Other Sport

Museums 121.2 13.4 142.5 277.1
Cultural Facilities 15 - 114.2 115.7
Perforwing Arts 142.7 30.¢9 96.8 ‘ 270.4
Creative Arts 44.5 2.8 28.0 75.3
Hisroric Preservation

Other Art 36.0 7.1 68.4 111.5

Nature Protection
and Conservation

Public Parks and Opem Spaces
Qutdoor Recreation Services

Cospunity Centers
Other Leisure Activities

Radioc, Television and Press

Multifunctional Cultural

Buildings : - - 90.9 9¢.9
Other Culture 346.4 10,1 12.0 56.5

+vOTAL 433.0 74.0 389.9 1,067.0

17% of total
Note: *Prorated estimate .

Source: Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek,
Sociaal-cul tureel kwartaalbericht, 1984, no. 4, p. 75.
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Table A.17: Sweden
Federal Cultural Expenditures
(sillior kromor)

Expenditure on

Sector ' 1982-83 Percent 1983-84 U.S. Equivalents
Theatre and Dance 439 17% 474 474
Museums and
Exhibitions 242 10 261 261
Music 216 9 233 233
Cultural Workers 86 3 93 93
Historic Monuments ’
and Sites 77 3 83
Archives 74 3 80
Libraries 53 2 57
Film 36 1 39 39
Literature 30 1 32 3z
Visual Arts 27 )3 29 29
Periodicals . 9 0 10
Records 6 0 6
Retail Book Trade 3 0 3
Press 425 . 17 480
Popular Education 763 30 831
Miscellaneous ' 30 1 32 32
TOTAL 2,516 100% 2,746 1,195

44%Z of total

Note: 1983-84 expenditures are estimated by applying
1982-83 percentages to actual 1983/84 total.

1983~84 expenditures for press and popular education
are actual figures.

Source: Natiomal Council for Cultural Affairs,
Kompunera, Staten och Kulturpolitiken,
Report #1984:3 (Stockholm: Statems kulturrad, 1984),
pp. 105-108.

.
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~ Table A.18: Sweden ) 4 -
County Cultural Budgets
(sillion kronmor)

Expenditure on

. Sector 1683 Percent U.S. Equivsalients
Popular Education 200 462
- .Theatre and Dance 63 15 63
Museums and Archives 56 13 56
Libraries 36 8,
Visual Arts 34 8 24
- Music 18 4 18
Cultural Workers 8 2 8
Other . 16 b 16
N o v e o o - Eeemrmmmmar 0090909090909 e -~
TOTAL 431 100% 195
b 45Z of total

Sources: National Council for Cultural Affairs,
Kompunera, Staten och Kulturpolitiken,
Report #1984:3 (Stockholm: Statens kulturrad, 1984),
p. 115.
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Table A.19: Sweden .

Municipal Cultural Expenditures

(eillicn kronor) )

: Expendi ture on

Sector . 1979 1981 Percent 1983 U.S. Equivalents
Public Libraries 798 - 1,048 35% 1,122
Music Schools 374 4846 16 518
Popular Education 364 450 15 482
Theatre Activities 169 278 9 298 298
Huseums and ,

Exhibitions 131 190 6 203 203
Music and Dance 88 73 2 78 78
Local Arts '

Facilities 123 - 165% 6 177 177
Historic Monuments 75 - 101* 3 108
Visual Arts i9 26% . 1 27 27

. Filp and Photo 6 g +0 9 9
Cultural Workers 4 S5* 4] 6 -5
Administration and . . 3 :

Miscellaneous 113 1524 5 ' . 163 43%%

TOTAL 2,264 2,%80 100% 3,190 841 B

26%Z of totsl

Notes: * 1981 distribution in these categories is calculated by
applying 1979 distribution in these categories to 1981 total
for these categories.

**Prorated estimate

1983 distribution of expenditures is calculated by
applying 1981 distribution to actual total for 1983,

Sources: National Council for Cultural Affairs,
‘ Kopmunera, Staten och Kulturpolitikenm,
Report #1984:3 (Stockholm: Statens kulturrad, 1984),
pp. 105, 112, and 243.

National Council for Cultural Affairs and National Central

. Bureau of Statistics, Kulturstati{istik: Verksamhet ekonomi
kul turvanor, 1967-1979 (Stockholm: Statens kulturrad och
Statistiska centralbyram, 1981), p. 105.

€

89 -
105

4



Table A.20: Canada . .
Canada Council, 1983-84
(Canadian dollars)

Grants and Services to.the Arts

LA L R L R T L L TR Y L X ¥ X 1 ¥ 2 % ¥ -1

Dance

Husic:
Theatre
Visual Arts
Media Arts
Writing
Other
Explorations

TOTAL

Expenditures

Arts:
Grants and Services
Adnministration
Purchase of Works of Art

\

Canadian Commission for UNESCO:
Adpoinisfration
Grants

General Administration

TOTAL

Note: * Annual report does not explain the discrepancy between these two

figures,

Amdunt

$ 9,353,000

- 15,529,000

14,937,000
8,631,000
3,293,000

10,337,000
1,118,000

2,303,000

- - - -

$65,502,000*

64,705,000*

5,573,000
844,000

L X Y

71,122,000

813,000
109, 060

e oy -

922,000

5,928,000

-y am oy .- -

. $77,972,000

. Percent

N
20
1¢
11
&

13

Source: The Canada Ccuncii, 27th Apnual Repogg& 1983/1984.




Table A.21: Great Britain
of Great Britain

Arts Counc

Allocation of Grant-in-Ald, 1983-84

<

-~

Allocation
Purpose (pounds) Percent
England
National Cospanies 25,135,000 27%
Regional Arts Associations 10,430,000 11
Music 6,065,000 6
Dance 2,826,000 3
Tourinag 7,865,000 . 8.
Drama 11,800,000 13
Art 3,321,000 4
Arte Filss - 350,000 0
Literature’ ' 875,000 1
Artggﬁéntres & Community Projects 1,146,000 i
Training in the Arts 606,750 I
Education 85,000 0
Adninistration and Services 4,047,500 4
Unallocated 228,750 0
Scotland 11,102,000 12
Vales 6,517,000 7
Housing the Arts 1,100,000 1
TOTAL . 93,500,000 100%

Scurce: Arts Council of Great Britain
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Table A.22: United States | \\ : E
Natfonal Endowsent for the Arts ' =
o Expend{tures, 1983-84 | - 4
‘ ) . ./ ) ~ A - b
" Program Area S ‘ Amount Percedt
Dance | | . § 9,117,000 . 6%
Design Arts ‘ 4,410,000 3 .
.
Expinsion Arts - 6,852,000 4 ‘ *

) Folk Arts | © 2,999,000 2 o
Intexr-Arts 4,260,000 3 . , sf
Literature ‘ Gy 446,000 3 _

Media Arts 9;369,000 6 ‘. K
" Museus 12,290,000 8
Music 15,069,000 9 ;
Opera-Musical Theater 6,050,000 4 .
. Theater ' 10,698,000 7
Visual Arts 6,553,006 4 ‘ . f
Artists imFducation 5,197,000 3 : B
State Programs 24,452,000 i5
Locals Test Program 2,000,000 1 ’
Advancement 2,458,000 1 ) 1 .
" Challenge 21,000,000 13
Policy, Planning, and Research 1,611,300. 1
Regional Représentatives 770,000 0
Administration 13,223,000 8 )
TOTAL ' $162,223,000 100% ‘ ’

Source: National Endowment for the A-tts

9\2 )
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APPENDIX B: Results fros Selected Research Studies on the Distribution of
Operating Income Within Various Artistic Disciplines

In the course of our research we came across a number of studies that

" looked at the finances of institutions in onme or more c¢f the artistic

disciplines in a psarticular country. These findings are useful because they
provide a base of comparison for the data we collec”ed in our survey, of
individual institutions. 1Ix general, these studies sc¢pport the conclusions we
have: drawn in the current study and fllustrate the major di{fferences in level
of subsidy and private donations between countries and how stable thc piv of
income sources has resained over time. Results fropm several of the more
recent studies are sumnzarized below. The coverage of these studies is
haphazard at best; there are undoubtedly many other such interestimg studies
that have been conducted in the eight countries.

Table B.1l: Canada . |
Distribution of Operating Income for Various Disciplines
Results from Selected Studies

Public
Dance Theater Music Museums
1980 1980 1980 1984-85
Earned Income 44% . 56% 41% 11%
Private Donations 132 102 192 1Z
Public Subsidy 46% 35% 39% 874
Source: The Canada Council, Selected Arts Research Statistics, 4th

edition, September 1984, Tables 8 amnd 10.

Council for Business and the Arts in Canada, “Annual Survey of
Selected Visual Arts Organizations", Jume 1984.

Table B.2: Federal Republic of Germany
Distribution of Operating Income for Various Disciplines
Results frop Selected Studies

Theater Crchestras
. FY 1982 1879-80
Earned Incove e s
Private Domatiomns <<1% 0%
Public Subsidy 84X 70%

Sources: Deutscher Buhnenverein, Bundesverband Deutscher Theater,
Theaterstatistik 1982/83, pp. 102-103.

Arts Council of Great Britain, Information and Research, Reference
Sheet #14, "Public Subsidy for the Arts in the Federal Republic of
Germany.'
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Table B.3: Great Britain
Distribution of Operating Incume for Various Disciplines
Results from Selected Studies

Dance and Mime Drama Music . | _ .:
1978-79 ‘ 1977-78 1978-7S L
Earned Imcome ;;é ----- -----;;; ----- -----;;é -----
Private Donations " 3% 27 L%
Public Subsidy 52% 457 37%Z
Source: P.C. Barratt, S.L. Fates, and K.J.N. Meek, Corpirate Donations and

Sponsorship as Sources of Income for the Arts, A Repott for the
Charities Aid . Foundation, Tnnbtidge, England, June 1980.

Table B.4: Netherlands
Distribution of Operating Income for Various Disciplines
Results from Selected Studies

Dance Theater Orchestras
1981-82 1982-83 1981-82
Earned Income T wr T
Private Donations <1% <1z <17
FPublic Subsidy 80% 82% 90%
Sources: Vereniging van Nederlandse Toneelgezelschappen, VNT Jaarverslag »

1982-1983, p. 32.

- #
F

B.J. Langenberg, "“Financing the Dutch Performing Arts," Vercniging
van Nederlandse Toneelgezelschappea, no date.

"
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Table B.5: Sweden

Distribution of Operating Income for Various Disciplines, 1982-83
Results from Sclected Studies

Regional Regional
and Local and Local
Theater Music
Earned Income 14% 16%
. ¢
Private Donations 0% <K1Z
Public Subsidy - - 86% 84%
Source:; National Coumcil for Cultural Affairs, Kombunera, Staten och

Kul turpolitiken, Report #1984:3 (Stockholm: Statems kulturrad,
1984}, pp. 252, 254. :

Table B.6: United States _
Distribution of Operating Income for Various Disciplines
Results from Selected Studies

Regional ASOL Art

Dance Theaters . Orchestras: Museubs
FY 1984 1983 1983 FY 1979
Earned Income ""';;;""‘ ----- ;;; ----- *--f--;é; --------- -;;;——---
Private Benations‘_. | 29% 25% 32% ' 24%
Public Subsidy 8% | 9% 10% 27%

Sources: Dance USA, Survey of Member Companies, Fiscal Year 1984.

William Baumol and Hilda Baumwol, "The Future of the Theatre and

o the Cost Disease of the Arts," paper presented at the international
colloquium: “L'Economie du Spectacle Vivant et 1'Audiovisuel”,
Nice, France, 15-17 October 1984,

National Center for Education Statistics, Museum Program Survey
1979, available from Institute of Museum Services. '

ERIC :
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Associated Intermational Non-governmental Organizations in Cultural
Development,” Information and Research Reference Shaet #18, November 1982.

Booth, John, "Government Support to the Performing Arts in Western Europe,"
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Claeys Bouuaert, Ignace, "Fiscal Problems of Cultural Workers in the States of
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